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ADVERTISEMENT, 



In the present edition^ a few insertions, and alterations 
of expression, in some places, have been introduced. In 
this and in the preceding edition, several passages have 
been transferred from the places they formerly occupied, 
to others which appeared more suitable. And a brief, but, 
I trust, dear exposure has been added (in Introd § 4, and 
B. IV, Ch. I, § 1, 2) of the untenable character of some 
objections which have been of late years revived, in a 
somewhat new form, against the utility of Science gener- 
ally, — against the syllogistic theory, — and against the 
explanations given in this treatise, of reasoning from 
Induction. 

These answers (and also additional remarks on some 
of the same points, in § 4 of the Introduction to the 
^Mements of Rhetoric^') have been before the Public now 
some years; and as no attempt at a reply has been made, 
even in subsequent editions of the very works containing 
the objections, a strong presunaption is thus afforded of 
the soundness of my views. 

The reader is to observe that the angular [brackets] 
denote that the word so enclosed is equivalent in 
meaning to that which precedes it. 
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Mt Dkab Lobo, 

To enumerate tii6 ftdifmntages: I hxwe deriired ftom yonr 
mstractionsv both in regulaar ketwres and in piirste conTeisatkui, 
would be needless to those a<^qiiauited iritk. the. pnties^ amd to the 
Publio» nainteieedng, My object at present is singly to acknow- 
ledge how grea% I am indebted to 70a in< feqpectiof the praaent 
Work ; not merely as having originally imparted to me the prinoiples 
of the Science, but also as having contrU>aitedvemar]cBy ezpUmadona^ 
and illttslaiations^ relative to tiie most important points, to so great 
an amount tliat I can hardly consider myself as the Author of more 
than half of such portions of the treatise as are not borrowed from 
former publications. I could have wished* indeed, to acknowledge 
this more explicitly, by marking with some note of distinction those 
parts which are least my own. But I found it could not be done. 
In most instances there is something belonging to each of us ; and 
even in those parts where your share is the largest, it would not be 
fiiir that you should be made responsible for any thing that is not 
entirely your own. Nor is it possible, in the case of a Science, to 
remember distinctly how far one has been, in each instance, indebted 
to the suggestions of another. Information, as to matters of hcU 
may easily be referred in the mind to the person from whom we 



8 DEDICATION. 

liave derived it : but scientifio truths, when thoroughly embraced, 
become much more a part of the mind, as it were ; since they rest, 
not on the authority of the instructor, but on reasoning from data, 
which we ourselves furnish ; ' they are scions engrafted on the 
stems previously rooted in our own soil ; and we are apt to confound 
them with its indigenous productions. 

You yourself also, I have reason to believe, have forgotten the 
greater part of the assistance you have afforded in the course of 
conversations on the subject ; as I have found, more than once, that 
ideas which I distinctly remembered to have received from you, 
have not been recognized by you when read or repeated. As fer, 
however, as I can recollect, though there is no part of the following 
pages in which I have not, more or less, received valuable sugges- 
tions from you, I believe you have contributed less to the Analytical 
Outline, and to the Treatise on Fallacies, and more to the subjoined 
Dissertation, than to the rest of the Work. 

I take this opportunity of publicly declaring, that as, on the one 
hand, you are not responsible for any thing contained in this Work, 
so, on the other hand, should you ever £Eivor the world with a 
publication of your own on the subject, the coincidence which will 
doubtless be found in it with many things here brought forward as 
my own, is not to be regarded as any indication of plagiarism, at 
least an your side. 

Believe me to be. 

My dear Lord, 
Tour obliged and affectionate 

Pupil and Friend, 

RICHARD WHATELY. 

188eB.IV,Clh.U,$l. 



PREFACE. 



The following treatise contains the substance of the Article 
** Logic ** in the Micydap^edia MetropdUana. It was suggested to 
me that a separate publication of it might prove acceptable, not 
only to some who are not subscribers to that work, but also to 
seyeral who are ; but who, for conyenience of reference, would 
prefer a more portable volume. In fistct a number of individuals 
had actually formed a design (prevented only by this publica- 
tion) of joining together to have the Article printed for their own 
private use. 

I accordingly revised it, and made such additions, chiefly in the 
form of Notes, as I thought likely to increase its utility. 

When applied to to contribute the Article, I asked and obtained 
permission from Dr. Copleston (now Bishop of Llanda£F) to make 
use of manuscripts compiled in great measure from what I had 
heard from him in conversations on the subject, or which he had 
read to me from his common-place book, interspersed with observa* 
tions of my own. These manuscripts I had drawn up and was in 
the habit of employing, for the use of my own pupils. 

In throwing them into a form suitable for the Encyclopsedia, and 
in subsequentiy enlarging the Article into the present volume, I 
have taken without scruple whatever appeared most valuable from 
the works of former writers ; especially the concise, but in general 
accurate, treatise of Aldrich. But while I acknowledge my obliga- 
tions to my predecessors, of whose labors I have largely availed 
myself, I do not profess to be altogether satisfied with any of the 
treatises that have yet appeared ; nor have I accordingly judged it 
any unreasonable presumption to point out what seem to me the 
errors they contain. Indeed, whatever deference an Author may 
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profess for the autborily of those who have preceded him, the very 
circumstance of his publishing a work on the same subject, proves 
that he thinks theirs open to improvement. In censuring, how- 
ever, as I have had occasion to do, several of the doctrines and 
explanations of logical writers, and of Aldrich in particular, I 
wish it to be understood that this is not from my having formed a 
low estimate of the merits of the Ccsnpeijidium drawn up hj the 
Author just mentioned, but, on the contrary, from its popularity, 
(it being the one commonly used at Oxford) — from the impossi- 
bility of noticing particularly all the points in which we agree, — 
and from the consideration that errors are the more carefully to 
be pointed out in proportion to the authority by wMeU they are 
sanctioned. 

I have to acknowledge aseiistance received from several friends 
who have at various times suggested remarks and altemtionsi. But 
I cannot avoid particularii^g the Rev. J. Newniian, Fellow of Oriel 
College, who actually composed a considerable portion of the work 
as it now stands, from manuscripts not designed for publication, 
and who is the original author of several pages. Some valuable 
illustrations of the importance of attending to the ambiguity of the 
terms used in Political Economy, were furnished by the kindness 
of my friend and former pupil, Mr. Senior, of Magdalen Collie, 
and now Master in Chancery, who preceded me m the office of 
Professor of Political Economy at Oxford, and afterwards was 
appointed to the same at King's College, London. They are 
printed in the Appendix. But the friend to whom it is inscribed 
has contributed fiur more^ and that, in the most important parts, 
than all others together ; so much, indeed, that, though there is in 
the treatise nothing of his which has not undergone such expansion 
or mocUfication as leaves me solely responsible for the whole, there 
is not a little of which I cannot fiiirly claim to be the Author. 

Each successive edition has been revised with the utmost care. 
But though the work has undergone not only the close examinadon 
of myself and several friends, but the severer scrutiny of determined 
opponents, I am happy to find that no material errors have been 
detected, nor toiy com^erable alterations found necessary. 

On the utiHty of Logic many writers have said much in whioit 
I eannot ooincide, and which has tended to bring the study into 
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uionerited disrepute. By represeating Logic tts furnishing the sole 
instrument for the discovery of truth in all subjects, and as teaching 
the use of the intellectual faculties in general, they raised expecta- 
tions which could not be realized, and which naturally led to a 
reaction. The whole system, whose unfounded pretensions had 
been thus blazoned forth, came to be commonly regarded as utterly 
futile and empty : like sereral of our most valuable medicines, 
which, when first introduced, were proclaimed, each, as a panacea, 
infallible in the most opposite disorders ; and which consequently, 
in many mstances, feU for a time into total disuse ; though, after a 
long intemral, they were established in their just estimation, and 
employed conformably to their real properties. 

In one of Lord Dudley's . (lately publkhed) letters to Bishop 
Coplesion, of the date of 1814, he adduces a presumption against 
the study of Logic, that it was sedulously cultivated during the 
dark periods in which the inteHectoal powers of mankind seemed 
nearly paralyzed, — when no discoveries were made, and when 
various errors were wide-spread and deep-rooted ; and that when 
the mental activity of the world revived, and philosophical inquiry 
fiourished and bore its fruits, logical studies fell into decay and con- 
tempt. And this I have introduced in the " Elements of Rhetoric," 
(Part II, Ch. iii, § 2,) among other examples of a presumption not 
in itself unreasonable, but capable of being rebutted by a counter- 
presumption. When any study has been unduly or unwisely culti- 
vated to the neglect of others, and has even been intruded into 
their pnovinoe, there is a presumptioin that a reaction ^ will ensue, 
and an equaUy excessive contempt, or dread, or disgust succeed. 
And in the present instance, the mistaken and absurd cultivation 
of Legic during Ages of great inteHectoal darkness, might have 
been expected to produce, in a subsequent age of comparative light, 
an association in men's minds, of Logic, with the idea of apathetic 
ignorance, prejudice, and adherence to error ; so that the legitimate 
uses, and just value of the science (supposing it to have any) 
would be likely to be scornfully overlooked. Our ancestors having 
neglected to raise fresh crops of com, imd contested themselves 
with vainly threshing over and over the same straw and winnowing 
the same chaff, it might have been anticipated that ^eir descendants 
would, for a time, regard the very operations of threshing and 
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winnowing with contempt, and would atteinpt to grind corn, strawy 
and chaff all together. 

The revival of a study which had for a long time been regarded 
as an obsolete absurdity, would probably have appeared to many 
persons, thirty years ago, as an undertaking &r more difficult than 
the introduction of some new study; — as resembling rather the 
attempt to restore life to one of the antediluvian fossil-plants, than 
the rearing of a young seedling into a tree. 

It is a curious circumstance that the very person to whom the 
letter just alluded to was addressed should have lived to witness so 
great a change of public opinion brought about (in a great degree 
through his ovm instrumentality^) within the short interval — 
indeed within a small portion of the interval — between the writing 
of that letter and its publication, that the whole ground of the pre- 
sumption alluded to has been completely cut away. During that 
interval, the treatise which was with his aid composed, and by 
his permission inserted in the Encyclopaedia, attracted so much 
attention as to occasion its separate publication, in a volume which 
has been frequently reprinted, not only in England, but in the 
United States of America ; where it is in use, I believe, in every 
one of their Colleges. Add to which, the frequent allusions (com- 
pared with what could have been met with twenty or thirty years 
ago) to the subject of Logic, by writers on various subjects. And 
moreover several other treatises on the subject, either original works 
or abridgments, have been making their appearance with continually 
increased frequency of late years. Some indeed of these have little 
or nothing in common with the present work ezcept the title. But 
even that very circumstance is so far encouraging, as indicating 
that the name of this science instead of ezciting, as formerly, an 
almost universal prejudice, is considered as likely to prove a recom- 
mendation. Certainly Lord Dudley, were he now living, would 
not speak of the general neglect and contempt of Logic ; though 
every branch of Science, Philosophy and Literature, have flourished 
during the interval. 

To explain ftltly the utility of Logic is what can be done only in 
the course of an explanation of the system itself. One preliminary 
observation only (for the original suggestion of which I am indebted 
to the same friend to whom this work is inscribed) it may be worth 

1 See DedSettton. 
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wLile to offer in this place. If it were inquired what is to be 
regarded as the most appropriate intellectual occupation of MAN, 
08 man, what would be the answer ? The Statesman is engaged 
with political affairs ; the Soldier with military ; the Mathematician, 
with the properties of numbers and magnitudes ;« the Merchant, 
with commercial concerns, <fec. ; but in what are all and each of 
these employed ? — employed, I mean, as men; for there are many 
modes of exercise of the Acuities, mental as well as bodily, which 
are in great measure common to us with the lower animids. Evi- 
dently, in Beasoninff. They are all occupied in deducing, well or 
ill. Conclusions from Premises ; each, concerning the subject of 
his own particular business. If, therefore, it be found that the 
process going on daily, in each of so many different minds, is, in 
any respect, the s<xme, and if the principles on which it is conducted 
can be reduced to a regular system, and if rules can be deduced 
from that system, for the better conducting of the process, then, it 
can hardly be denied that such a system and such rules must be 
especially worthy the attention — not of the members of this or that 
profession, merely, but — of every one who is desirous of possessiner 
a cultivated mind. To understand the theory of that which is the 
appropriate intellectual occupation of Man in general, and to learn 
to do that well, which every one will and must do, whether well 
or ill, may surely be considered as an essential part of a liberal 
education. 

Even supposing that no practical improvement in argumentation 
resulted from the study of Logic, it would not by any means follow 
that it is unworthy of attention. The pursuit of knowledge on 
curious and interesting subjects, for its own sake, is usually reck- 
oned no misemploymentof time ; and is considered as, incidentally, 
if not directly, useful to the individual, by the exercise thus afforded 
to the mental facidties. All who study Mathematics are not train- 
ing themselves to become Surveyors or Mechanics ; some knowledge 
of Anatomy and Chemistry is even expected in a man liberally 
educated, though without any view to his practicing Surgery or 
Medicine. And the investigation of a process which is peculiarly 
and universally the occupation of Man, considered as Man, can 
hardly be reckoned a less ^ilosophical pursuit than those just 
instanced. 

It has usually been assumed, however, in the case of the present 
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subject, that a Oieory wbicfa does not tend to the improyemaat of 
practice is utterly unworthy of regard ; and then, it is contended 
that Logic has no such tendency, on the plea tlmt men may and do 
reason correctly without it : an objection which would equally apply 
in the case of Grammar, Music, Chemistry, Mechanics, &c., in all 
of which systems the practice must have existed previously to the 
theory. 

But many who allow the use of systematic principles in other 
things, are accustomed to cry up Conmion-Sense as the sufficient 
and only safe guide in Beasoning. Now by €ommon-Sense is 
meant, I apprehend, (when the term is used with any distinct 
meaning,) an exercise of the judgment unaided by any Art or 
system of rules : such an exercise as we must necessarily employ 
in numberless cases of daily occurrence ; in which, having no 
established principles to guide us, — no line of procedure, as it 
were, distincUy chalked out, — we must needs act on the best 
extemporaneous conjectures we can form. He who is eminently 
skillful in doing this, is said to possess a superior degree of Cknomon- 
Sense. But that Common-Sense is only our aecond-best guide — 
that the rules of Art, if judiciously framed, are always desirable 
when they can be had, is an assertion, for the truth of which I may 
appeal to the testimony of mankind in general ; which is so much 
the more valuable, inasmuch as it may be accounted the testimony 
of adversaries. For the generality have a strong predilection in 
favor of Common-Sense, except in those points in which they, 
respectively, possess the knowledge of a system of rules ; but in these 
points they deride any one who trusts to unaided Common-Sense. 
A Sailor e. p. will, perhaps, despise the pretensions of medical men, 
and prefer treating a disease by Common-Sense : but he would 
ridicule the proposal of navigating a ship by Common-Sense, with- 
out regard to the maxims of nautical art. A Physician, again, will 
perhaps contemn Systems of Political Economy,^ of Logic, or 
Metaphysics, and insist on the superior wisdom of trusting to 
Common-Sense in such matters ; but he would never approve of 
trusting to Common-Sense in the treatment of diseases. Neither, 
again, would the Architect recommend a reliance on Common- 
Sense alone, in building, nor the MiAcian, in music, to the neglect 
of those system of rules, which, in their respective arts, have been 

1 8ae ficBior't Introdnototy Leetuxe On PolltlealJieonony, p. SS. 
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^deduced from 6cieD:tific resusonisig iddod hy experience. And 
the induction might be extended to every department of practice. 
Since, therefore, each gives the preference to unassisted Common- 
Sense only in those cases where he himself has nothing else to 
trust tOi and mYB^isblj resorts to the rules of art, wherever he 
possesses the knowledge of them, it is plain that mankind uni- 
versally bear tjioir testimony, thougb unconsciously and often 
unwillingly, to the preferableness of systemMic knowledge to 
conjectural judgments. 

There is, however, abundant room for the employment of Com- 
mon-Sense in the apjfdieaHon of the system. To brinff, arguments, 
out of the form in which they are expressed in conversation and in 
books, ,iQto the regular logical shape, must be, of course, the 
business of Common-Sense, aided by practice ; for such arguments 
aie, by supposition, not as yet within the province of Science ; else 
they would not be irregular, but would be already strict syllogisms. 
To exercise the learner in this operation* I have subjoined in the 
Appendix, some examples, both of insulated arguments, and (in 
the later editions) of the analysis of argumentative works. It should 
be added, however, that a large portion of what is usu^y intro- 
duced into Logical treatises, relative to the finding of Arguments, — 
the different kinds of them, <&c., — I have referred to the head of 
Rhetoric, and treated of in a work on the Elements of that Art. 

It was doubtless from a strong and deliberate conviction of the 
advani^ges, direct and indirect, accruing from an acquaintance 
with Logic, that the University of Oxford, when remodeling their 
system, not only retained that branch of study, regardless of the 
clamors of many of the half-learned, but even assigned a prominent 
place to it, by making it an indispensable part of the Examination 
for the first Degree. This last circumstance, however, I am 
convinced, has, in a great degree, produced an effect opposite to 
what was designed. It has contributed to lower instead of exalting, 
the estimation of the study ; and to withhold from it the earnest 
attention of many who might have applied to it with profit. I am 
not so weak as to imagine that any System can ensure great 
proficiency in any pursuit whatever, either in all students, or in a 
very large proportion of them : "we sow many seeds to obtain a 
few flowers : " but it might have been expected (and doubtless was 
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expected) that a majority at least of successful candidates would 
derive some benefit worth mentioning from their logical pursuits ; 
and that a considerable proportion of the distinguished candidates 
would prove respectable, if not eminent logicians. Such expecta- 
tions I do not censure as unreasonable, or such as I might not have 
formed myself, had I been called upon to judge at that period when 
our experience was all to come. Subsequently, however, experience 
has shown that those expectations have been very inadequately 
realized. The truth is, that a very small proportion, even of 
distinguished students, ever become proficients in Logic ; and that 
by far the greater part pass through the University without knowing 
any thing at all of the subject. I do not mean that they have not 
learned by rote a string of technical terms ; but that they understand 
absolutely nothing whatever of the principles of the science. 

I am aware that some injudicious friends of Oxford will censure 
the frankness of this avowal. I have only to reply that such is the 
truth ; and that I think too well of, and know far too well, the 
University in which I have been employed in various academical 
occupations above a quarter of a century, to apprehend danger to 
her reputation from declaring the exact truth. With all its defects, 
and no human institution is perfect, the University would stand, I 
am convinced, higher in public estimation than it does, were the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, in all points respecting it, 
more fully known. But the scanty and partial success of the 
measures employed to promote logical studies is the consequence, 
I apprehend, of the universalUtf of the requisition. That which 
must be done by every one, will, of course, often be done but 
indifferently ; and when the belief is once fully established, which 
it certainly has long been, that anything which is indispensable to 
a testimonial, has little or nothing to do with the attainment of 
honors,^ the lowest standard soon becomes the established one in 
the minds of the greater number ; and provided that standard be 
once reached, so as to secure the candidate from rejection, a greater 
or less proficiency in any such branch of study is regarded as a 
matter of indifference, as far as any views of academical distinction 
are concerned. 

Divinity is one of these branches, and to this also most of what 

1 In the last-finuned Examination-Btatate an express declaration has been Snsertod, tbat 
profidenqr in Logjio is to liare freight in the assignment of honors. 
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has been said concerning Logic might be considered as equally 
applicable; but, in fact, there are several important di£ferences 
between the two cases. In the first place, most of the students 
who are designed for the Church, and many who are not, have a 
value for theological knowledge, independently of the requisition 
of the schools ; and on that grouzid do not confine their views to 
the lowest admissible degree of proficiency : whereas this can be 
said of very few in the case of Logic. And moreover, such as 
design to become candidates for holy Orders, know that another 
examination in Theology awaits them. But a consideration, which 
is still more to the present purpose, is, that Theology, not being a 
Science, admits of infinite degrees of proficiency, from that which is 
within the reach of a child, up to the highest that is attainable by 
the most exalted genius ; every one of which degrees is inestimably 
valuable as far as it goes. If any one understands tolerably the 
Church-catechism, or even half of it, he knows something of 
divinity ; and that something is incalculably preferable to nothing. 
But it is not so with a Science : one who does not understand the 
principles of Euclid's demonstrations, whatever number of questions 
and answers he may have learnt by rote, knows absolutely nothing 
of Geometry : unless he attain this point, all his labor is utterly 
lost ; worse than lo&t, perhaps, if he is led to believe that he has 
learnt something of Mathematics, when, in truth, he has not. And 
the same is the case with Logic, or any other Science. It does 
not admit of such various degrees, as a knowledge of religion. Of 
course I am far from supposing that all who understand any thing, 
much or little, of a certain Science, stand on the same level ; but I 
mean, what is surely undeniable, that one who does not embrace 
the fundamental principles, of a Science, whatever he may have 
taken on authority, and learned by rote, knows, properly speaking, 
nothing of that science. And such, I have no hesitation in saying, 
is the case with a considerable proportion even of those candidates 
who obtain testimonials, including many who gain distinction. 
There are some persons (probably not so many as one in ten, of 
such as have in other respects tolerable abilities,) who are physically 
incapable of the degree of steady abstraction requisite for really 
embracing the principles of Logic or of any other Science, whatever 
pains may be taken by themselves or their teachers. But there is 
a much greater number to whom this is a great difficulty, though 
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not an impossibility ; and who having, of course, a strong disincli- 
nation to such a study, look naturally to the very lowest admissible 
standard. And the example of such examinations in Logic as must 
be expected in the case of men of these discriptions, tends, in 
combination with popular prejudice, to degrade the study altogether 
in the minds of the generality. 

It was from these considerations, perhaps, that it was proposed, 
a few years ago, to leave the study of Logic altogether to the option 
of the candidates ; but the suggestion was rejected ; the majority 
appearing to think (in which opinion I most fully coincide) that, 
so strongly as the tide of popular opinion set against the study, the 
result would have been, within a few years, an almost universal 
neglect of that science. Matters were accordingly left, at that time, 
in respect of this point, on their former footing; which I am 
convinced was far preferable to the proposed alteration. 

But a middle course between these two was suggested, which I 
was persuaded would be infinitely preferable to either ; a persua- 
sion which I had long entertained, and which is confirmed by 
every day's observations and reflections ; of which, few persons, 
I believe, have bestowed more on this subject. Let the study of 
Logic, it was urged, be made optional to those who are merely candi" 
dates for a degree, but indispensable to the aUainmerU of academical 
honors ; and the consequence would be, that it would speedily 
begin and progressively continue, to rise in estimation and to be 
studied with real profit. The examination might then, it was urged, 
without any hardship, be made a strict one ; since no one could 
complain that a certain moderate degree of scientific ability, and a 
resolution to apply to a certain prescribed study, should be the 
conditions of obtaining distinction. The fer greater part would 
still study Logic ; since there would be (as before) but few who 
would be willing to exclude themselves from the possibility of 
obtaining distinction ; but it would be studied with a very different 
mind, when ennobled, as it were, by being made part of the pass- 
port to University honors, and when a proficiency in it came to be 
regarded generally as an honorable distinction. And in proportion 
as the number increased of those who really understood the science, 
the number, it was contended, would increase of such as would 
value it on higher and better grounds. It would in time come to 
be better known and better appreciated by all the well-informed 
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part of society ; and lectures in Logic at the University would 
then, perhaps, no longer consist ezclusivelj of an explanation of 
the mere elements. This would be necessary indeed for beginners ; 
but to the more advanced students, the tutors would no more think 
of lecturing in the bare rudiments, than of lecturing in the Latin 
or Greek Grammar ; but in the same manner as they exercise their 
pupils in Grammar, by reading with them Latin and Greek authors 
with continual reference to grammar rules, so, they would exercise 
them in Logic by reading some argumentative work, requiring an 
analysis of it on logical principles. 

These effects could not indeed, it was acknowledged, be expected 
to show themselves /«//y till after a considerable lapse of time ; but 
that the change would begin to appear, (and that very decidedly) 
within three or four years, was confidently anticipated. 

To this it was replied, that it was most desirable that no one 
should be allowed to obtain the Degree of B. A. without a know- 
ledge of Logic. This answer carries a plausible appearance to 
those unacquainted with the actual state of the University ; though 
in fact it is totally irrelevant. For it goes on the supposition, that 
hitherto this object Aa* hten accomplished ; — that every one who 
passes his examination does possess a knowledge of Logic ; which 
is notoriously not the fiict, nor e^er can be, without some important 
change in some part of our system. The question therefore is, 
not, as the above objection would seem to imply, whether a real, 
profitable knowledge of Logic shall be strictly required of every 
candidate for a Degree, (for this in fiict nevet has been done) but 
whether, in the attempt to accomplish this by requiring the form 
of a logical examination from every candidate without exception, 
we shall continue to degrade the science, and to let this part of the 
examination be regarded as a mere form, by many who might 
otherwise have studied Logic in earnest, and with advantage ; — 
whether the great majority of candidates, and those too of a more 
promising description, shall lose a real and important benefit through 
the attempt, (which, after all, experience has proved to be a vain 
attempt) to comprehend in this benefit a very small number, and 
of the least promising. 

Something of an approach to the proposed alteration, was intro- 
duced into the fjxamination-statute passed in 1830 ; in which, 
permission is granted to such as are candidates merely for a testi- 
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monial, to substitute for Logic a portion of Euclid. I fear, how- 
erer, that little or nothing will be gained by this ; unless indeed 
the Examiners resolve to make the examinations in Logic Dar 
stricter than those in Euclid. For since every one who is capable 
of really understanding Euclid must be also capable of Logic, the 
alteration does not meet the case of those whose inaptitude for 
Science is invincible ; and these are the very description of men 
whose (so called) logical examinations tend to depress the science. 
Those few who really are physically incapable of scientific reason- 
ing, and the far greater number who fiancy themselves so, or who 
at least will rather run a risk than surmount their aversion, and 
set tiiemselves to study in earnest, — all these will be likely, when 
the alternative is proposed, to prefer Logic to Euclid ; because in 
the latter, it is hardly possible, at least not near so easy as in Logic, 
to present the semblance of preparation by learning questions and 
answers by rote ; — in the cant phrase of undergraduates, by 
getting crammed. Experience has proved this, in the case of the 
Besp(»ision-examinations, where the alternative of Logic or Euclid 
has always been proposed to the candidates ; of whom those most 
averse to Science, or incapable of it« are almost always found to 
prefer Logic. 

The determination may indeed be formed, and acted on from 
henceforth, that all who do in realtity know nothing, properly 
speaking, of any Science, shall be rejected ; all I know is, that this 
has never been the case hitherto. 

Still, it is a satisfiaction to me, that attention has been called to 
the evil in question, and an experimental measure adopted for its 
abatement. A confident hope is thus afforded, that in the event 
(which I much fear) of the failure of the experiment, some other 
more effectual measures may be resorted to.^ 

I am sensible that many may object, that this is not the proper 
place for such remarks as the foregoing ; what has the Public at 
large, they may Bay» to do with the statutes of the University of 
Oxford ? To this it might fairly be replied, that not only all who 
think of sending their sons or other near relatives to Oxford, but 
all likewise who are placed under the ministry of such as have 

1 Htiee ehb wm vritt«n, th« expariomt hM been tried. In the iint Bxaminatiese-liet under 
the new Statate (Xufcer, 1881,) of one hundred and tirenty-fite candidates who did not aspire 
to the higher clasaee, twtnty-JiKi pneented Buclid Ibr their csamioation, asd ene kntndred^ 
Logie. 
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been educated there are indirectly concerned^ to a certain degree, 
in the system there pursued. But the consideration which had 
the chief share in inducing me to say what I have, is, that the 
vindication of Logic from the prevailing disregard and contempt 
under which it labors, would have been altogether incomplete 
without it. For let it be remembered that the science is judged 
of by the Public in this country, in a very great degree, from the 
specimens displayed, and the reports made, by those whom Oxford 
sends forth. Every one, on looking into tiie University- Calendar 
or Statute-Book, feels himself justified in assuming, that whoever 
has graduated at Oxford must be a Logician ; not, indeed, neces- 
sarily, a first-rate Logician ; but such as to satisfy the public 
examiners that he has a competent knowledge of the science. 
Now, if a very large proportion of these persons neither are, nor 
think themselves at all benefited by their (so called) logical educa- 
tion, and if many of them treat the study with contempt, and 
represent it as a mere tissue of obsolete and empty jargon, which 
it is a mere waste of time to attend to, let any one judge what con- 
clusions respecting the utility of the study, and the wisdom of the 
University in upholding it, are likely to be the result. 

That prejudices so deeply rooted as those I have alluded to, and 
supported by the authority of such eminent names, especially that 
of Locke, and (as is commonly, though not very correctly supposed,) 
Bacon, should be overthrown at once by the present treatise, I am 
not so sanguine as to expect ; but if I have been successful in 
refuting some of the most popular objections, and explaining some 
principles which are in general ill-understood, it may be hoped that 
just notions on the subject may continue (as they have begun) to 
gain ground more and more. 

It may be permitted me to mention, that as I have addressed 
myself to various classes of students, from the most uniustructed 
tyro, to the furthest advanced Logician, and have touched accord- 
ingly both on the most elementary principles, and on some of the 
most remote deductions from them, it must be expected that readers 
of each class will find some parts not well calculated for them. 
Some explanations will appear to the one too simple and puerile ; 
and for another class, some of the disquisitions will be at first too 
abstruse. If to each description some portions are found interesting, 
it is as much as I can expect. 
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With regard to the style, I have considef^d perspicuify not only, 
as it always must be, the first point, but as one of such paramount 
importance in such a subject, as to justify the neglect of all others. 
Prolixity of explanation, — homeliness in illustration, — and bald- 
ness of expression, I have regarded as blemishes not worth thinking 
of, when any thing was to be gained in respect of clearness. To 
some of my readers a temporary difficulty may occasionally occur 
from the use of some technical terms different, or differently applied, 
from what they have been accustomed to.' They must consider, 
however, that the attempt to conform in this point to the usage of 
every logical writer, would have been, on account of their variations 
from each other, utterly hopeless. I have endeavored, in the terms 
employed, to make no wanton innovations, but to conform generally 
to established usage, except when there is some very strong objection 
to it ; — where usage is divided, to prefer what may appear in each 
case the most convenient term ; — and, above all, to explain dis- 
tinctly the sense in which each is employed in the present work. 

If any should complain of my not having given a history of all 
the senses in which each technical term has been used by each 
writer from its first introduction, and a review of the works of 
each, I can only reply that my design was not to write a Logical 
Archaeology, or a Commentary on the works of former Logicians, 
but an elementary introduction to the science. And few, I suppose 
would consider a treatise, for instance, on Agriculture, as incom- 
plete, which should leave untouched the questions of, who was the 
inventor of the plough, — what successive alterations that implement 
has undergone, — and from what region wheat was first introduced. 

And if again any should complain of the omission of such 
metaphysical disquisitions on the laws of thought, and the constitu- 
tion of the human mind generally, as they have been accustomed to 
include under the head of Logicj my answer must be, that that term 
has been employed by me in a different sense ; for reasons which I 
have stated in several parts of this treatise, and especially in Book 
IV, Chap, iii ; and that I am therefore only to be censured, at the 
utmost, as not having undertaken a work of a different kind, and 
on a different subject. 

I would not, on the other hand, be understood as complaining of 
those who have used the word Logic in a more extended sense, or 

1 S«e Book IT, Chap. 1, ^ 1. 
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as underrating the value of their works. Only, the reader should 
be cautioned against the mistake — nauch commoner, I believe, than 
is generally thought — of confounding the extension of the appli- 
cation of a name, with the enlargement of the boundaries of a 
science. 

It is proper, however, to mention that the first Part of the 
** Elements of Rhetoric " contains a discussion of such points as 
many writers have treated of under the department of Logic. 

The technical language employed in this treatise, is, throughout, 
with the exception of a very few cases where some departure from 
ancient usage appeared indispensable, that of the older works on the 
subject. Some degree of prejudice perhaps might have been, in 
the outset, avoided, and a far greater appearance of originality 
produced, by adopting novel forms of expression. There are also 
many writers who have found fault with the established technical 
language, as cumbrous and perplexing. I have always found, 
however, that the phraseology they adopt in its stead consists of for 
more tedious circumlocution than that which they censure ; while 
it is often less clear and less correct. 

It should be observed, however, that all technical language (as 
well as rules of art) must be expected to present, at first, a difficulty 
for the learner to surmount ; though in the end, it will greatly facili- 
tate his procedure. But with this view it is necessary that such 
language and rules should be not only distinctly understood, but also 
learnt, and rememJbered as familiarly as the Alphabet,, and employed 
constantly, and with scrupulous exactness. Otherwise technical 
language will prove an encumbrance instead of an advantage ; just 
as a suit of clothes would be, if instead of putting them on and 
wearing them, one should carry them about in his hands. 

Of the correctness of the fundamental doctrines maintained in the 
work, I may be allowed to feel some confidence ; not so much from 
the length of time that I have been more or less occupied with it, 
— enjoying at the same time the advantage of frequent suggestions 
and corrections from several judicious friends, — as from the nature 
of the subject. In works of taste, an author cannot be sure that 
the judgment of the Public will coincide with his own ; and if he 
fail to give pleasure, he fails of his sole or most appropriate object. 
But in the case of truths which admit of scientific demonstration, 
it is possible to arrive by reasoning at as full an assurance of the 
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justness of the conclusions established, as the imperfection of the 
human faculties will admit ; and experience, accompanied with atten- 
tive observation, and with repeated trials of various methods, may 
enable one long accustomed to tuition, to ascertain with considerable 
certainty what explanations are the best comprehended. Many parts 
of the detail, however, may probably be open to objections ; but if 
(as experience now autliorizes me the more confidently to hope) no 
errors are discovered, which materially affect the substantial utility 
of the work, but only such as detract from the credit of the author, 
the object will have been attained which I imghi to have had 
pi-incipally in view. 

No credit, I am aware, is given to an author's own disclaimer of 
personal motives, and profession of exclusive regard for public 
utility ; since even sincerity cannot, on this point, secure him from 
deceiving himself; but it may be allowable to observe, that one 
whose object was the increase of his reputation as a writer, could 
hardly have chosen a subject less suitable for his purpose than the 
present. At the time of the first publication, the study was neither 
popular, nor, apparently, likely soon to become so. Ignorance, 
fortified by prejudice, opposed its reception, even in the minds of 
those who are considered as both candid and well-informed. And 
as, on the one hand, a large class of modern philosophers might 
be expected to raise a clamor against " obsolete prejudices ; " 
'< bigoted devotion to the decrees of Aristotle ; " « confining the 
human mind in the trammels of the Schoolmen," <&c., so, on the 
other hand, all such as really are thus bigoted to everything that 
has been long established, merely because it has been long estab- 
lished, were likely to exclaim against the presumption of an author, 
who presumes to depart in several points from the track of his 
predecessors. 

There is another circumstance, also, which tends materially to 
diminish the credit of a writer on this and some other kindred 
subjects. We can make no discoveries of striking novelties ; the 
senses of our readers are not struck, as with the i*eturn of a Comet 
which had been foretold, or the extinction of a taper in carbonic- 
acid gass ; the materials we work upon are common and familiar 
to all, and, therefore, supposed to be well understood by all. And 
not only is any one's deficiency in the use of these materials, such 
as is generally unfelt by himself, but when it is removed by satis* 
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fectory explanations — when the notions, which had been perplexed 
and entangled, are cleared up by the introduction of a few simple 
and apparently obvious principles, he will generally forget that any 
explanation at all was needed, and consider all that had been said 
as mere truisms, which even a child could supply to himself. Such 
is the nature of the fundamental principles of a science — they are 
so fully implied in the most evident ana well-known truths, that 
the moment they are fully embraced, it becomes a difficulty to 
conceive that we could ever have been not aware of them. And 
hence, the more simple, clear, and obvious any principle is rendered, 
the more likely is its exposition to elicit those common remarks, 
" of course ! of course 1 " " no one could ever doubt that ; " 
** this is all very true, but there is nothing new brought to light ; — 
nothing that was not familiar to every one," "there needs no ghost 
to tell us that." I am convinced thai a verbose, mystical, and 
partially obscure way of writing on such a subject, is the most 
likely to catch the attention of the multitude. The generality 
verify the observation of Tacitus, " omne ignotum pro mirifico ; " 
and when anything is made very plain to them, are apt to fancy that 
they knew it already ; so that the explanations of scientific truths 
are likely, for a considerable time at least, to be, by most men, un- 
derrated the more, the more perfectly they accomplish their object. 
A very slow progress, therefore, towards popularity (far slower 
indeed than has in fact taken place) is the utmost that I expected 
for such a treatise as I have endeavored to make the present. I 
felt myself bound, however, not only as a member of Society, but 
more especially as a Minister of the Gospel, to use my endeavors 
towards promoting an object which to me appears highly import- 
ant, and (what is much more) whose importance was appreciated 
by very few besides. The cause of Truth universally, and not 
least, of religious Truth, is benefited by everything that tends to 
promote sound reasoning, and facilitate the detection of fallacy. 
The adversaries of our Faith would, I am convinced, have been 
on many occasions more satisfactorily answered, and would have 
had fewer openings for cavil, had a thorough acquaintance with 
Logic been a more common qualification than it is. In lending my 
endeavors, therefore, whether with greater or less success, towards 
this object, I trust that J am neither uselessly nor unsuitably 
employed^ 
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Those who are engaged in, or designed for the Sacred Ministry, 
and all others who are sensible that the cause of true Religion is 
not a concern of the ministry alone, should remember that this is 
no time to forego any of the advantages which that cause may 
derive from an active and judicious cultivation of the faculties. 
Among the enemies of Christianity in the present day, are in- 
cluded, if I mistake riot, a very different description of persons 
from those who were chiefly to be met with a century, or even 
half a century ago ; what were called " men of wit and pleasure 
about town ; " — ignorant, shallow, flippant declaimers, or dull 
and powerless pretenders to Philosophy. Among the enemies of 
the €k)spel now, are to be found men not only of learning and 
ingenuity, but of cttUivated argumentative powers, and not unversed 
in the principles of Logic. If the advocates of our Religion think 
proper to disregard this help, they will find, on careful inquiry, 
that their opponents do not. And let them not trust too carelessly 
to the strength of their cause. Truth will, indeed, prevail, where 
all other points are nearly equal ; but it may suffer a temporary 
discomfiture, if hasty assumptions, unsound arguments, and vague 
and empty declamation, occupy the place of a train of close, 
accurate, and luminous reasoning. 

It is not, however, solely, or chiefly, for polemical purposes, that 
the cultivation of the reasoning faculty is desirable ; in persuading, 
in investigating, in learning, or teaching, in all the multitude of 
cases in which it is our object to arrive at just conclusions, or to 
lead others to them, it is most important. A knowledge of logical 
rules will not indeed supply the want of other knowledge ; nor 
was it ever proposed, by any one who really understood this 
acience, to substitute it for any other ; but it is no less true that no 
other can be substituted for this ; that it is valuable in every branch 
of study ; and that it enables us to use to the greatest advantage 
the knowledge we possess. It is to be hoped, therefore, that those 
Academical Bodies, who have been wise enough to retain this 
science, will, instead of being persuaded to abandon it, give their 
attention rather to its improvement and more effectual cultivation. 
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g 1. Logic, in the most extensdve sense in wliicli 
it has been thought advisable to employ the name, may '^^J^J'* ^ 
be considered as the Science, and also as the Art, of 
Reasoning. It investigates the principles on which ar^mentation 
is conducted, and furnishes such rules as may be derived from those 
principles, for guarding against erroneous deductions. Its most 
appropriate office, however, is that of instituting an analysis of the 
process of the mind in Reasoning ; and in this point of view it is, 
as I have said, strictly a Science ; while, considered in reference to 
the practical rules above mentioned, it may be called the Art of 
Reasoning. For it is to be remembered, that as a science is con- 
versant about speculative knowledge 07dy, and art is the applicaticn 
of knowledge to prctctice, hence Logic ^as well as any other system 
of knowledge) becomes, when appliea to practice, an art ; while 
confined to the theory of reasoning, it is strictly a science : and it is 
as such that it occupies the higher place in point of dignity, since 
it professes to develop some of the most interesting and curious 
intellectual phenomena.^ 

Considering how early Lo^c attracted the attention of philoso- 
phers, it may appear surprismg that so little progress 
should have been made, as is confessedly the case, in mltA^f 
developing its principles, and perfecting the detail of '•J^J}"' 
the system ; and this circumstance has been brought 
forward as a proof of the barrenness and futility of the study. 
But a similar argument might have been urged with no less 
plausibility, at a period not very remote, against the study of Nat- 
ural Philosophy ; and, very recently, against that of Cfhemistry. 
No science can be expected to make any considerable progress, 
which is not cultivated on right principles. Whatever may be the 
inherent vigor of the plant, it will neither be flourishing nor fruitful 
till it meet with a suitable soil and culture : and in no case is the 
remark more applicable than in the present ; the greatest mistakes 

1 It Is Burely ntnnge, therefore, to find in » treatise on Lofle, Al<Uricb*B|) • distinct dlme» 
tatlon to proTf that it Is an Ar^ and not a S^rienc^ ! 
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having always prevailed respecting the nature of Logic ; and its 
province having in consequence been extended by many writers to 
subjects with which it has no proper connection. Indeed, with 
the exception perhaps of Aristotle, (who is himself, however, not 
exempt from the errors in question, ) hardly a writer on Logic can 
be mentioned who has clearly perceived, and steadily kept in view 
throughout, its real nature and object. Before his time, no dis- 
tinction was drawn between the science of which we are speaking, 
and that which is now usually called Metaphysics ; a circumstance 
which alone shows how small was the progress made in earlier 
times. Indeed, those who first turned their attention to the subject, 
hardly thought of inquiring into the process of Reasoning itself, 
but confined themselves almost entirely to certain preliminary points, 
the discussion of which is (if logically considered) subordinate to 
that of the nudn inquiry. 

To give even a very condensed account of the lives and works 
of all the principal writers on Logic, — of the technical 
S>*ic7i8tiiict *®™i8 introduced by each, and the senses in which each 
from the employed them, — and of the improvements or corrup 

tucTsltenee. *io^8 that werc from time to time introduced, — in short, 
to write the History and Antiquities of Logical Science, 
would be foreign to my present design. Such a work, if undertaken 
by a competent writer, would be, though not of a popular character, 
yet highly interesting and instructive to a limited class of students. 
But the extensive research which would form one indispensable 
qualification for such a task, would be only one out of many, even 
less common, qualifications, without which such a work would be 
worse than useless. The author should be one thoroughly on his 
guard against the common error of confounding together, or leading 
his readers to confound, an intimate acquaintance with many books 
on a given subject, and a clear insight into the subject itself. With 
ability and industry for investigating a multitude of minute par- 
ticulars, he should possess the power of rightly estimating each 
according to its intrinsic importance, and not (as is very commonly 
done ) according to the degree of laborious research it may have 
cost him, or the rarity of the knowledge he may in any case have 
acquired. And he should be careful, while recording the opinions 
and expressions of various authors on points of science, to guard 
both himself and his readers against the mistake of taking any thing 
on atithoriiy, that ought to be evinced by scientific reasoning ; or of 
regarding each technical term as having a sort of prescriptive right 
to retain forever the meaning attached to it by those who first 
introduced it. In no subject, in short, is it more important for an 
author to be free from all tinge of antiquarian pedantry. 

But if I felt myself as fully competent to the task of writing such 
a history of Logic as I have alluded to, as I am conscious of not 
being so, I should still decidedly prefer keeping such a work 
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altogether distinct from a treatise on the science ; because the com- 
bination of the two in a single volume would render it the more 
difficult to avoid the blending of them confusedly together ; and 
also because, on such a plan, the distinction could not be so easily 
preserved between Logic, in the sense in which I am here using 
that title, and various metaphysical disquisitions to which several 
writers have given the same name. 

For these reasons I have thought it best to take only a slight and 
rapid glance of the series of logical writers down to the present 
day, and of the general tendency of their labors. 

§ 2. Zeno the Eleatic, whom most accounts represent as the 
earliest systematic writer on the subject of Logic, or, as 
it was then called. Dialectics, divided his work into ^^u^^'^ 
three parts ; the first of which (upon Consequences) is 
censured by Socrates [Plato, iParmen.^ for obscurity and confu- 
sion. In his second part, however, he furnishes that interrogatory 
method of disputation (epio^i^o'&f) which Socrates adopted, and which 
has since borne his name. The third part of his work was devoted 
to what may not be improperly termed the art of wrangling 
[cpttfttxii] which supplied the disputant with a collection of sophis- 
tical questions, so contrived, that the concession of some point, 
that seemed unavoidable, immediately involved some glaring 
absurdity. This, if it is to be esteemed as at all falling within the 
province of Logic, is certainly not to be regarded (as some have 
ignorantly or hee(Dessly represented it) as its principal or proper 
business. The Greek philosophers generally have unfortunately 
devoted too much attention to it ; but we must beware of falling 
into the vulgar error of supposing the ancients to have regarded as 
a serious and intrinsically important study, thatVhich in &ct they 
considered as an in^nious recreation. The disputants diverted 
themselves in their leisure hours by making trial of their own and 
their adversary's acuteness, in the endeavor mutually to perplex 
each other with subtle fallacies ; much in the same way as men 
amuse themselves with propounding and guessing riddles, or with 
the game of chess ; to each of which diversions the sportive dispu- 
tations of the ancients bore much resemblance. They were closely 
analogous to the wrestling and other exercises of the Gymnasium ; 
these last being reckoned conducive to bodily vigor and activity, as 
the former were to habits of intellectual acuteness ; but the immediate 
object in each was a sportive, not a serious contest ; though doubtless 
fashion and emulation often occasioned an undue importance to be 
attached to success in each. 

Zeno, then, is hardly to be regarded as any further a logician 
than as to what respects his erotetic method of disputa- 
tion ; a course of argument constructed on this principle 
being properly a hypothetical Sorites, which may easily be reduced 
into a series of syllogisms. 
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To Zeno succeeded Euclid of Megara, and Antistlienes ; both 
pupils of Socrates. Tbe former of these prosecuted the 
Euclid and subject of the third part of his predecessor's treatise, 
and is said to have been the author of many of the 
fallacies attributed to the Stoical school. Of the writings of the 
latter nothing certain is known ; if, however, we suppose the above 
imentioned sect to be his disciples in this study, and to have retained 
his principles, he certainly took a more correct view of the subject 
I than Euclid. The Stoics divided all Xixta — every thing that could 
be said — into three classes ; 1st, the Simple Term ; 2d, the Propo- 
sition ; 3d, the Syllogism ; viz : the hypothetical ; for they seem to 
have had little notion of a more rigorous analysis of argument than 
into that familiar form. 

We must not here omit to notice the merits of Archytas, to whom 
we are indebted (as he himself probably was, in a great 
" ^*^ degree, to older writers) for the doctrines of the Cate- 
gories. He, however, (as well as the other writers on the subject,) 
appears to have had no distinct view of the proper object and 
just limits of the science of Logic ; but to have blended with it 
metaphysical discussions not strictly connected with it, and to 
have dwelt on the investigation of the nature of Terms and 
Propositions, without maintaining a constant reference to the 
principles of Reasoning ; to which all the rest should be made 
subservient. 

The state, then, in which Aristotle found the science, (if, indeed, 
it can properly be said to have existed at all before his 
time,) appears to have been nearly this: the division 
into Simple Terms, Propositions, and Syllogisms, had been slightly 
sketched out ; the'" doctrine of the Categories, and perhs^s that 
of the Opposition of propositions, had been laid down; and, as 
some believe, the analysis of Species into Genus and Differentia 
had been introduced by Socrates. These, at best, were rather the 
materials of the system, than the system itself; the foundation of 
which indeed he distinctly claims the merit of having laid, and 
which remains fundamentally the same as he left it. 

It has been remarked, that the logical system is one of those 
few theories which have been begun and completed by the same 
individual. The history of its discovery, as far as the main prin- 
ciples of the science are concerned, properly commences and ends 
with Aristotle ; and this may perhaps in part account for the 
subsequent perversions of it. The brevity and simplicity of its 
fundamental truths (to which point indeed all real science is per- 
petually tending) has already led many to suppose that something 
much more complex, abstruse, and mysterious remaiped to be 
discovered. The vanity, too, by which all men are prompted unduly 
to magnify their own pursuits, has led unphilosophical minds, not 
in this case alone, but m many others, to extend the boundaries of 
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their respective sciences, uot by the patient development and just 
application of the principles of those sciences, but by wandering 
into irrelevant subjects. The mystical employment of numbers by 
Pythagoras, in matters utterly foreign to arithmetic, is perhaps the 
earliest instance of the kind. A more curious and important one 
is the degeneracy of Astronomy into judicial Astrology ; but none 
is more striking than the misapplication of Logic by those who have 
treated of it as ** the art of rightly employing the rational faculties," 
or who have intruded it into the province of Natural Philosophy, 
and regarded the Syllogism as an engine for the investigation of 
nature ; while they overlooked the extensive field that was before 
them within the legitimate limits of the science, and perceived not 
the importance and difficulty of the task of completing and properly 
filling up the masterly sketch before them. 

The writings of Aristotle were not only for the most part abso- 
lutely lost to the world for about two centuries, but seem to have 
been but little studied for a long time after their recovery. An 
art, however, of Logic, derived from the principles traditionally 
preserved by his disciples, seems to have been generally known, 
and to have been employed by Cicero in his philosophical works ; 
but the pursuit of the science seems to have been abandoned for a 
long time. As early in the Christian era as the second and third 
centuries, the Peripatetic doctrines experienced a considerable 
revival ; and we meet with the names of Galen, Ammo- 
nius, (who seems to have taken the lead among the Animoniiu, 
commentators on Aristotle,) Alexander of Aphrodisias, ^^^^'^^^''^^ 
and Porphyry, as logicians ; but it is not till the close ^^ ^^' 
of the fifth century, or the beginning of the sixth, that Aristotle's 
logical works were translated into Latin by the celebrated jjo^jj^j^, 
Boethius.* Not one of these seem to have made any 
considerable advances in developing the theory of reasoning. Of 
the labors of Galen, (who added the insignificant fourth Figure to 
the three recognized by Aristotle, ) little is known ; and Porphyry's 
principal work is merely on the predkoMes, We have little of the 
science till the revival of learning among the Arabians, by whom 
Aristotle's treatises on this, as well as on other subjects, were 
eagerly studied. ^ 

§ 3. Passing by the names of some Byzantine writers of no gi'eat 
importance, we come to the times of the Schoolmen ; g5i,oo,,n,„ 
whose waste of ingenuity, and frivolous subtlety of 
disputation, have been often made the subject of complaints, into 
the justice of which it is unnecessary here fully to inquire. It may 
be sufficient to observe, that their fault did not lie in their diligent 
study of Logic, and the high value they set upon it, but in their 
utterly mistaking the true nature and object of the science ; and by 
the attempt to employ it for the purpose of physical discoveries, 

1 Born aboat A. D. 475, and died abottt A. D. 631. 
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involving every subject in a mist of words, to the exclusion 
of sound philosophical investigation.* Their errors may serve to 
account for the strong terms in which Bacon sometimes 
appears to censure logical pursuits ; but that this censure 
was intended to bear against the extravagant perversions, not the 
legitimate cultivation, of the science, may be proved from his own 
observations on the subject, in his Advancement of Learning, ** Had 
Bacon lived in the present day, I am inclined to think he would havQ 
made his chief complaint against unmethodized inquiry and illogical 
reasoning. Certainly he would rwl have complained of Dialectics 
as corrupting Philosophy. To guard now against the evils prev- 
alent in his time, would be to fortify a town against battering-rams, 
instead of against cannon."' 

His moderation, however, was not imitated in other quarters. 
Even Locke confounds in one sweeping censure the 
^^ Aristotelic theory, with the absurd misapplications 

and perversions of it in later years. His objection to the science, 
as unserviceable in the discovery of truth, (which has of late 
been often repeated,) while it holds good in reference to many 
(misnamed) logicians, indicates that, with regard to the true nature 
of the science itself, he had no clearer notions than they have, of the 
just limits of logical science, as confined to the theory of Reasoning; 
and of the distinct character of that operation from the observations 
and experiments which are essential to the study of Nature. 

For instance, in chap, xvii, ** on Reason," (which, by the way, 
he perpetually confounds with Reasoning ,) he says, in § 4, "If 
syllogisms must be taken for the only proper instrument of reason 
and means of knowledge, it will follow, that before Aristotle there 
was not one man that did or could know anything by reason ; and 
that, since the invention of syllogisms, there is not one in ten 
thousand that doth. But God has not been so sparing to men to 
make them barely two-legged creatures, and left it to Aristotle to 
make them rational, t. e. those few of them that he could get so to 
examine the grounds of syllogisms, as to see that in above three- 
score ways that three propositions may be laid together, there are 
but fourteen wherein one may be sure that the conclusion is right," 
<fec. " God has been more bountiful to mankind than so : He has 
given them a mind that can reason without being instructed in 
methods of syllogizing," <fec. All this is not at all less absurd 
than if any one, on being told of the discoveries of modern chemists 
respecting caloric, and on hearing described the process by which 
it is conducted through a boiler into the water, which it converts 
into a gas of sufficient elasticity to overcome the pressure of the 
atmosphere, should reply, ** If all this were so, it would follow that 

1 Of the cbaraotor of the School-<itmnt(y, Dr. Hampde&'s Bampton Lectures farnish the 
best view that hM, perhaps, ever appeared. 

2 Pol. £0011. Lect. ix. p. 287. 
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before the time of these chemists no one ever did or could make 
any liquor boil." 

He presently after inserts an encomium upon Aristotle, in which 
he is equally unfortunate ; he ,praises him for the " invention of 
syllogisms ; " to which he certainly had no more claim than Lin- 
naeus to the creation of plants and animals ; or Harvey, to the 
praise of having made the blood to circulate ; or Lavoisier, to that 
of having formed the atmosphere we breathe. And the utility of 
this invention consists, according to him, in the great service done 
against *' those who were not ashamed to deny anything ; " a ser- 
vice which never could have been performed, had syllogisms been 
an invention or discovery of Aristotle's ; for what sophist could 
ever have consented to restrict himself to one particular kind of 
argumentSy dicttited by his opponent ? 

In an ordinary, obscure, and trifling writer, all this confusion of 
thought and common^place declamation might as well have been 
left unnoticed ; but it is due to the general ability and to the 
celebrity of such an author as Locke, that errors of this kind 
should be exposed. 

An error apparently different, but substantially the same, per- 
vades the treatises of Watts, and some other modern 
writers on the subject. Perceiving the inadequacy of 
the syllogistic theory to the vast purposes to which others had 
attempted to apply it, he still craved after the attainment of 
some equally comprehensive and all-powerful system ; which he 
accordingly attempted to construct under the title of The Right 
Use of Beason, — which was to be a method of invigorating and 
properly directing all the powers of the mind ; — a most magnifi- 
cent object indeed, but one which not only does not fall under the 
province of Logic, but cannot be accomplished by any one science 
or system that can even be conceived to exist. The attempt to com- 
prehend so wide a field, is no extension of science, but a mere verbal 
generalization, which leads only to vague and barren declamation. 

It is not perhaps much to be wondered at, that in still later times 
several ingenious writers, forming their notions of the science itself 
from professed masters in it, such as have just been alluded to, and 
judging of its value from their failures, should have treated the 
Aristotelic system with so much reprobation and scorn. 

The vague aspirations of some of these writers after a ** true " — 
" rational " — " philosophical system of Logic," which, B^j^^^j^-^nt 
year after year, and generation after generation, is expectations of 
talked of, and hoped for, and almost promised, but «'o°»«^n'««- 
which is acknowledged to have never yet existed,* may recall 

1 I hare eren seen a complaint made, that the introduction of some such perfect system 
has been prerented, by the application of the term liOgic to that which is cominonlv so 
called. We do not find, however, that the application of the names of Astronomy and 
Chemistry to the studies formerly so called, prevented the origination of more pliilosophical 
pystems. 
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to one's mind the gorgeous visions which floated before the 
imaginations of the Alchemists, of the Philosopher's Stone, and 
the Universal Medicine ; and which made them regard with im- 
patience and with scorn the humble labors of existing Metallurgy 
and Pharmacy. I believe that in respect of the present subject, 
the views I am alluding to arise in great measure from men's not 
perceiving that LaTigtiage,^ of some kind or other, is (as will be 
more fully shown hereafter) an indispensable instrument of all 
Reasoning that properly deserves the name. And hence it is 
Tendency to that ouc may find such writers as I allude to speaking 
Reaiiain. disdaiufuUy of "rules applicable merely to reasoning 

in words;** — representing Language as serviceable only "in 
conveying arguments to another ; " and even as ** limiting the play 
of our faculties ; " and again as ** rendering the mwital perception 
of all abstract truths obscure and confused, in so far as the rude 
symbol of each idea is taken in the stead of the idea itself ; " with 
other such expressions, emanating from that which is in truth the 
ancient and still prevalent doctrine of " Realism." 

The Syllogistic theory has usually been considered by these 
Incorrect views objectors as professiug to furnish a peculiar method 
of the nature of of reasoning, instead of a method of analyzing that 
ihe science. mental process which must invariably take place in 
all correct reasoning ; and accordingly they have contrasted the 
ordinary mode of reasoning with the syllogistic, and have brought 
forward with an air of triumph the argumentative skill of many 
who never learned the system ; a mistake no less gross than if any 
one should regard Grammar as a peculiar Language, and should 
contend against its utility, on the ground that many speak correctly 
who never studied the principles of grammar. For Logic, which 
is, as it were, the Grammar of Reasoning, does not bring forward 
the regular Syllogism as a distinct mode of argumentation, designed 
to be substituted for any other mode ; ^ but as the form to which all 
correct reasoning may be ultimately reduced ; and which, conse- 
quently, serves the purpose (when we are employing Logic as an 
art) of a test to try the validity of any argument ; in the same 
manner as by chemical analysis we develop and submit to a distinct 
examination the elements of which any compound body is com- 
posed, and are thus enabled to detect any latent sophistication and 
mipurity. ^ 

1 Hobbefl, who has revr clearly pointed this out, haa unhappily diminished the benefit 
that might have been derived Arom tnucli that he has written, by the prejudice ho has raised 
against himself through his exceptionable doctrines in Morals, Politics, and Religion. 

2 Strange as it may seem, there are some, (I suxpect not a few,) who even go a 8<-ep further, 
and consider Logic as something opposed to right reasoning. I have seen a Review of a 
work« which the Ileviewer characteristed as the production of an able Logician, and which he 
therefore concluded was likely to have influence with such as will not reason I The " not " 
might naturally have been regarded as a misprint, but that the context shows that such was 
the reviewer's real meaning. 

On seeing such a passage written in the 19th century, who can wonder that in the Middla 
Ages, Grammar (" Gramarye ") was regarded as a kind of magical art ! 
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§ 4. Many misconceptions not very dissimilar to those of Locke, 
which continue to prevail, more or less, in the present day, will be 
hereafter noticed, as far as is needful, in appropriate places. In 
this introduction it would be unsuitable to advert to them except 
very briefly, and that, only with a view to caution the learner, 
unused to these studies, against being disheartened in the outset, 
by hearing, generally, that objections have been raised against the 
leading principles of the science, by writers of considerable repute ; 
objections which he will hardly suppose to be, in so great a degree 
as they really are, either founded on mistake, or unimportant, and 
turning, in reality, on merely verbal questions. 

For instance, some, he may be told, have maintained that men 
reason, — or that they may reason, — from a single premiss, without 
any other being either expressed or understood ; — that men may, 
and do, reason from one individital case to another, without the 
intervention of any general [universal] proposition, whether stated 
or implied ; — that the inferences from Indttction are not drawn by 
any process that is, in substance. Syllogistic ; — that the conclusion 
of a Syllogism is not really inferred from the Premises ; — that a 
Syllogism is nothing but a kind of trap for insnaring the incautious ; 
and that it necessarily involves the fallacy of " begging the ques- 
tion ; '* with other such formidably-sounding objections ; which, 
when simply spoken of as being afloat, and as maintained by able 
men, are likely to be supposed for more powerful than they will be 
found on a closer examination. 

Of those who speak of a single premiss being sufficient to warrant 
a conclusion, some, it will be found, were confining their thoughts 
to such flat and puerile examples as Logical writers are too apt to 
employ exclusively ; as ** Socrates is a man ; therefore he is a 
living creature, <fec. ; " in which the conclusion had been already 
stated in the ofgu premiss, to any one who does but understand the 
meaning of the words ; "living creature," being a part of what is 
signified in the very term "Man." But in such an instance as 
this : "He has swallowed a cup of laurel- water, therefore he has 
taken poison," the inference is one which no one could draw who 
should be ignorant — as every body was, less than a century ago, 
(though using the word in the same sense as now, to signify a 
"liquor distilled from laurel -leaves "J that this liquor is poisonous. 

Others, again, when they speak of reasoning from one individual 
instance to another, without any universal premiss, mean, sometimes, 
that no such premiss is expressed, (which is the case oftener than 
not, ) and that perhaps even the reasoner himself, if possessed of no 
great command of language, might be at a loss to state it correctly.^ 

1 It may be added, that in in«rard solitary reasoning, many, and perhaps most persons, but 
especially those not much accustomed to read or speak concerning the subjects that occupy 
their thoughts, make use, partly, of signs that are not arbitrary and conventional^ but which 
consist of mental conceptions of individual objects ; taken, each, as a rcpresentarive of a Cla^s. 
E. g. a penon praetieaUy ooliTersanfe with mechanical opcTations, but not with discussions 
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And indeed it continually happens that even long trains of reasoning 
will flash through the mind with such rapidity that the process is 
performed unconsciously, or at least leaves no trace in the memory, 
any more than the motions of the muscles of the throat and mouth 
in speaking, or the judgments by which we decide as to the distances 
of visible objects : * so that a conclusion may be supposed to be 
seized by intuition, which in reality is the result of rapid inference. 

Some, again, appear to include under the title of ''reasoning" 
every case in which a person believes one thing in consequence of 
his believing another thing ; however far he may be from having 
any good grounds to warrant the inference : and they accordingly 
include those processes which take place in the minds of infants 
and of brutes ; which are apt to associate with the appearance of an 
object before them the remembered impression of something that 
formerly accompanied it. Such a process is alluded to in the 
familiar proverbs that '* A burnt child dreads the fire ; " or as it is 
expressed in another form, " The scalded cat fears cold water ; " or 
again in the Hebrew proverb, **He who has been bitten by a 
serpent is afraid of a rope." Most logical writers, however, have 
confined the name of "reasoning" to valid argument; which 
cannot exist without a universal premiss, implied, if not expressed. 
For whenever there are not two premises which, taken jointly, do 
imply, and virtually assert, the conclusion, — the alleged premiss 
or premises being such that a person may without inconsistency 
believe them true and yet not believe the conclusion, — then, we 
have what Logicians have been accustomed to call an ajpparent, but 
not real argument. 

Some, however, have denied that the conclusion is inferred from 
the universal premiss. But then they acknowledge that the truth 
of that premiss is an indispensable condition of such inference : an 
admission which would satisfy most Logicians. For if any botanical 
physiologist, for instance, were to deny that the branches of a tree 
derive nourishment from the roots, saying that the branches are 
nourished by the juices of the earth, but admitting that the roots 
are an indispensable condition, and that if they are destroyed, the 
branches will wither, this would not be reckoned as substantially 
any new doctrine. And so also if any one choose to maintain that 
the conclusion is drawn from the one premiss, hy, or through the 

of them in words, may fonn a eoneeption of — in colloquial phrase, '* figure to himself" — a 
certain field or room, vith whov shape he Is familiar, and may employ this, in bis inward 
trains of thought, as a Sign, to represent, for instance, '* parallelogram " or " trapesium,'* 
&c. ; or he may ''figure to himself" a man raising a weight by means of a pole, and may use 
this conception as a general sign, in place of the term *' lever ; " and the terms themselves he 
may be unacquainted with ; in which case he will be at a loss to impart distinctly to others 
his own reasonings ; and in the attempt, will often express himself (as one may frequently 
observe in practical men unused to reading and speaking) not only indistinctly, but even 
erroneously. See below, $ 5. Hence, partly, may have arisen the belief in those supposed 
" abstract ideas " which will be hereafter alluded to, and in the possibility of reasoning 
without the use of any Signs at all. 

1 The distance of an object haTing been, till a oomparaUvely late period, euppowd to b« 
directly perceived by the eye. 
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other premiss, this would be accounted merely a needless and 
unimportant innovation in phraseology. 

So also when inferences from Induction are spoken of as not 
being — or not necessarily being — substantially Syllogistic, the 
learner might at first sight be startled and perplexed, till he found 
it at the same time admitted that we have to decide, in each case 
of Induction, the question, whether the instances adduced be 
** sufficient " to warrant the inference ; — whether it be "allowable ". 
to draw the conclusion. And the decision of this question in the 
affirmative, — i. e. the decision that the procedure is not a mere 
random guess, — is, if expressed in words,^A« very premiss necessary 
to complete the Syllogism. (See B. iv, ch. i, § 1.) 

So also it will be seen that the alleged entrapping character of a 
Syllogism, merely amounts to this ; that whoever perceives the 
validity of an argument, has no mode of escape from the "snare" 
(so called) except by the way he entered, viz. ih^ premises. He has 
only the alternative of allowing one of them to be false, or else, the 
conclusion to be true. And it is a matter of daily occurrence, that 
a man is undeceived as to some principle he had incautiously 
admitted, by perceiving what it would lead to. 

§ 5. Complaints have also been made that Logic leaves untouched 
the greatest difficulties, and those which are the sources 
of the chief errors in reasoning ; viz, the ambiguity of ^JlJ Logic, 
indistinctness of Terms, and the doubts respecting 
the degrees of evidence in various Propositions: an objection 
which is not to be removed by any such attempt as that of Watts 
to lay down " rules for forming clear ideas," and for "guiding the 
judgment;" but by replying that no art is to be censured for not 
teaching more than fedls within its province, and indeed more than 
can be taught by any conceivable art. Such a system of universal 
knowledge as should instruct us in the full meaning or meanings 
of every term, and the truth or falsity, — certainty or uncertainty, — 
of every proposition, thus superseding all other studies, it is most 
unphilosophical to expect, or even to imagine. And to find fault 
with Logic for not performing this, is as if one should object to the 
science of Optics for not giving sight to the blind ; or as if (like 
the man of whom Warburton tells a story in his Div, Leg,) one 
should complain of a reading-glass for being of no service to a 
person who had never learned to read. In fact, the difficulties and 
errors above alluded to are no^ in the process of Beasoning itself 
(which alone is the appropriate province of Logic,) but in the 
subject-matter about which it is employed. This process will have 
been correctly conducted if it have conformed to the logical piles, 
which preclude the possibility of any error creeping in between the 
principles assumed, and the conclusions we deduce from them. 
But still that conclusion may be false, if the principles we start 
from are so ; and the known falsity of a conclusion will often serve 
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(as has been above remarked) to correct a mistake made in tbe 
outside. In like manner no arithmetical skill will ' secure a correct 
result to a calculation, unless the data are correct from which we 
calculate ; nor does any one on that account undervalue Arithmetic ; 
and yet the objection against Logic rests on no better foundation. 

There is in fact a striking analogy in this respect between the 
two sciences. All numbers (which are the subject of Arithmetic) 
must be numbers of %(ms thingSy whether coins, persons, measures, 
or any thing else ; but to introduce into the science any notice of 
the things respecting which calculations are made, would be 
evidently irrelevant, and would destroy its scientific character ; we 
proceed therefore with arbitrary signs representing numbers in the 
abstract. So also does Logic pronounce on the validity of a 
regularly-constructed argument, equally well, though arbitrary 
symbols msLj have been substituted for the Terms; and, conse- 
quently, without any* regard to the things signified by those Terms. 
And the possibility of doing this (though the employment of such 
arbitrary symbols has been absurdly objected to, even by writers 
who understood not only Arithmetic but Algebra) is a proof of the 
strictly scientific character of the system. But many professed 
logical writers, not attending to the circumstances which have been 
just mentioned, have wandered into disquisitions on various branches 
of knowledge ; disquisitions which must evidently be as boundless 
as human knowledge itself, since there is no subject on which 
reasoning is not employed, and to which, consequently, Logic may 
not be applied. The error lies in regarding every thing as the 
proper province of Logic to which it is appliccMe} 

Many however who do not fall altogether into that error, yet 
censure any logical treatise which, like the present, professes to be 
wholly conversant about Language ; and speak of the science as 
treating, properly, of the comparison of "abstract Ideas," of which 
Language, they say, merely supplies the names. It may be 
sufficient at present to reply, that, supposing there really exist in 
the mind — or in some minds — certain "abstract ideas," by means 
of which a train of reasoning may be carried on independently of 
Common'terms [or Signs of any kind,] — for this is the real point 
at issue — and that a system of Logic may be devised, having refer- 
ence to such reasoning, — supposing this, — still, as I profess not to 
know any thing of these "abstract ideas," or of any "Universals" 
except SignSy or to be conscious of any such reasoning-process, I 
at least must confine myself to the attempt to teach the only Logic 
I do pretend to understand. Many, again, who speak slightingly 
of Logic altogether, on the ground of its being "conversant only 
about words" entertain fundamentally the same views as the 

1 A Bimil&r error is complained of by Aristotle, aa haying taken place with re«(pect to 
Rhetoric ; of which, indeed, we find specimens in the arguments of several of the interlocutort 
in A'e. d% Omtore. 
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above ; that is, they take for granted that Reasoning may be carried 
on altogether independMly of Language; which they regard (as 
was above remarked) merely as a means of communicating it to 
others. And a Science or Art which they suppose to be confined 
to this office, they accordingly rank very low. 

Such a view I believe to be very prevalent. The majority of 
men would probably say, if asked, that the use of Language is 
peculiar to Man ; and that its office is to express to one another 
our thoughts and feelings. But neither of these is strictly true. 
Brutes do possess in some degree the power of being taught to 
understand what is said to them, and some of them even to utter 
sounds expressive of what is passing within them. But they all 
seem to be incapable of another, very important use of language, 
which does characterize Man ; viz. the employment of ** Common 
terms " (** general terms ") formed by Abstraction, as instruments 
of thought ; by which alone a train of JReasoning may be carried on. 

And accordingly, a J)eaf mute, before he has been taught a 
Language, — either the Finger language, or Reading, — cannot 
carry on a train of Reasoning, any more than a Brute. He differs 
indeed from a Brute in possessing the mental capability of employing 
Language ; but he can no more make use of that capability, till he 
is in possession of some System of arbitrary general signs, than a 
person born blind from Cataract can make use of his capacity of 
Seeing, till the Cataract is removed. 

Hence, it will be found by any one who will question a Deaf 
mute who has been taught Language after having grown up, that 
no such thing as a train of Reasoning had ever passed through his 
mind before he was taught. 

If indeed we did reason by means of those "Abstract ideas" 
which some persons talk of, and if the Language we use served 
merely to communicate with other men, then, a person would be 
abie to reason, who had no knowledge of any arbitrary Signs, 
But there are no grounds for believing that this is possible ; nor 
consequently, that ** Abstract ideas" (in that sense of the word) 
have any existence at all.* 

§ 6. From what has been said, it will be evident that there is 
hardly any subject to which it is so difficult to introduce the student 
in a clear and satisfactory manner, as the one we are now engaged 
in. In any other branch of knowledge, the reader, if he have any 
previous acquaintance with the subject, will usually be so &r the 

1 There bare been some Tery Interesting accounts published, hj trarelers in America, and 
by persons residing there, of a girl named I^ura Bridgnian. who has been, from birth, not 
only Deaf and Dumb, but also Blind. She has however been taught the finger language, 
and eren to read what is printed in raised characters, and also to write. 

The remarkable circumstances in reference to the present subject, is, that when she is 
alone, her Jingers or* generaUy observed to be moving^ though the f igns are so slight and 
Imperfect that others cannot make out what she is thinking of. But If they inquire of har, 
■be wiU tell them. 

It seems that, haring once learnt the use of Signs^ she finds the necessity of them as aa 
Inntntment of thought^ when thinking of anything beyond mere indiiidual objects of i 
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better prepared for comprehending the exposition of the principles ; 
or if he be entirely a stranger to it, will at least come to the study 
with a mind unbiased, and ftee from prejudices and misconceptions ; 
whereas, in the present case, it cannot but happen, that many who 
have given some attention to logical pursuits (or what are usually 
considered as such) will have rather been bewildered by funda- 
mentally erroneous views, than prepared, by the acquisition of just 
principles, for ulterior progress ; and that not a few who pretend 
not to any acquaintance whatever with the science, will yet have 
imbibed either such prejudices against it, or such false notions 
respecting its nature, as cannot but prove obstacles in their study 
of It. 

There is, however, a difficulty which exists more or less in all 
abstract pursuits ; though it is perhaps more felt in 
attending ^ this, and oftcu occasious it to be rejected by beginners 
*u»uit8 ^ y *^^ tedious ; viz, the difficulty of perceiving to 

what ultimate end — to what practical or interesting 
application — the abstract principles lead, which are first laid 
before the student ; so that he will often have to work his way 
patiently through the most laborious part of the system, before he 
can gain any clear idea of the drift and intention of it. 

This complaint has often been made by chemical students ; who 
are wearied with descriptions of Oxygen, Hydrogen, and other 
invisible Elements, before they have any knowledge respecting 
such bodies as commonly present themselves to the senses. And 
accordingly some teachers of chemistry obviate in a great degree 
Analytical ^^^® objcctiou, by adopting the analytical instead of the 
and synthetical st/ntketicol modc of proccdurc, when they are first 
procedure. introducing the subject to beginners ; t. e. instead of 
synthetically enumerating the elementary substances, — proceeding 
next to the simplest combinations of these, — and concluding witn 
those more complex substances which are of the most commpn 
occurrence, they begin by arudyzing these last, and resolving them 
step by step into their simple elements ; thus at once presenting 
the subject in an interesting point of view, and clearly setting forth 
the object of it. The synthetical form of teaching is indeed suffi- 
ciently interesting to one who has made considerable progress in 
any study ; and being more concise, regular, and systematic, is the 
form in which our knowledge naturally arranges itself in the mind, 

And doubtless erery one else does the same ; though in owr case, no one can (as in the ease 
of Laura Bridgiuan) «0e the operation ; nor in general can it be heard; though some few 
persons hare a habit of occasionally audibly talking to themselves ; or as it is called. " think- 
ing aloud ." But the Signs we commonly use in silent reflection are merely mental conceptions^ 
usually, of uttered words ; and these, doubtless, are such as could be hardly at all under 
stood by another, even if uttered audibly. For we usually think in a kind of short hand^ ( if 
one may use the expression) like the notes one sometimes takes down on paper to help the 
memory, which consist of a word or two, — or eren a letter, — to suggest a whole sentence ; 
•o that such notes would be unintelligible to any one else. 

It has been obserred also that this girl,- when asleep, and doubtless dreaming, hai her 
•ngers frequently la motion ; being in fkct talking in her sleep. See the abore, $ i. 
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and is retained by the memory; but the analytical is the more 
interesting, easy, and natural kind of introdtiction ; as being the 
form in which the first invention or discovery of any kind of system 
must originally have taken place. 

It may be advisable, therefore, to begin by giving a slight sketch, 
in this form, of the logical system, before we enter regularly upon 
the details of it. The reader will thus be presented with a kind 
of imaginary history of the course of inquiry by which that system 
may be conceived to have occurred to a philosophical mind. ^ 



BOOK I. 

ANALYTICAL OUTLINE OF TUJE SCIENCE. 



In every instance in which we reason, in the strict sense of the 
word, t. e. make use of arguments, (I mean real, i. e. valid arffu- 
ments) whether for the sake of refuting an adversary, or of conveying 
instruction, or of satisfying our own minds on any point, whatever 
may be the subject we are engaged on, a certain process takes place 
in the mind which is one and the same in all cases, provided it be. 
correctly conducted. 

Of course it cannot be supposed that every one is even conscious 
of this process in his own mind ; much less, is competent to explain 
the principles on which it proceeds. This indeed is, and cannot 
but be, the case with every other process respecting which any 
system has been formed ; the practice not only may exist indepen- 
dently of the theory, but mtist have preceded the theory. There 
must have been Language before a system of Grammar could be 
devised ; and musical compositions, previous to the Science of Music. 
This, by the way, will serve to expose the futility of the popular 
objection against Logic, that men may reason very well who know 
nothing of it. The parallel instances adduced, show that such an 
objection might be applied in many other cases, where its absurdity 
would be obvious ; and that there is no ground for deciding thence, 
either that the system had no tendency to improve practice, or that 
even if it had not, it might not still be a dignified and interesting 
pursuit. 

One of the chief impediments to the attainment of a just view of 
B«Moninff pro- ^^® nature and object of Logic, is the not fulljr under- 
eess similar in Standing, Or not Sufficiently keeping in mind, the 
au subjects. sAMKNKSs of the reasoning process in all cases. If, as 
the ordinary mode of speaking would seem to indicate, Mathemati- 
cal reasoning, and Theological, and Metaphysical, and Political, 
&c,, were essentially different from each other, i, e, dififerent kinds 
of reasoning, it would follow, that supposing there could be at all 
any such science as we have described Logic, there must be so many 
different species, or at least different branches, of Logic. And such 
is perhaps the most prevailing notion. Nor is this much to be 
wondered at : since it le evident to All, that soip^ men cciiverse and 
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write, in an argxunentative way, very justly on one subject, and very 
erroneously on another ; in which again others ezcel, who fail in 
the former. This error may be at once illustrated and removed, by 
considering the parallel instance of Arithmetic ; in which every one 
is aware that the process of a calculation is not affected by the nature 
of the objects, whose numbers are before us : but that (e. g,) the 
multiplication of a number is the very same operation, whether it 
be a number of men, of miles, or of pounds ; though nevertheless 
persons may perhaps be found who are accurate in the results of 
their calculations relative to natural philosophy, and incorrect in 
those of political economy, from their different degrees of skill in 
the subjects of these two sciences ; not surely because there are 
different arts of Arithmetic applicable to each of these respectively. 
Others again, who are aware that the simple system of Logic may 
be applied to all subjects whatever, are yet disposed to view it as a 
pecvliar method of reasoning, and not, as it is, a method of unfolding 
and analyzing our reasoning*: whence many have been led (e, y. the 
author of the Philosophy of Rhetoric) to talk of comparinff Syllo- 
gistic-reasoning with Moral-reasoning ; taking it for granted that it 
\3 possible to reason correctly without reasoning logically ; which is, 
;n fact, as great a blunder as if any one were to mistake fframmar 
for a peculiar language^ and to suppose it possible to speak correctly 
without speaking grammatically. They nave, in shorfc, considered 
Logic as an art of reasoning ; whereas, (so far as it is an art) it is 
^ art of reasoning ; the logician's object being, not to lay down 
principles by which one may reason, but by which all must reason, 
even though they are not distinctly aware of them : — to lay down 
rules, not which may be followed with advantage, but which cannot 
possibly be departed from in sound reasoning. These misappre- 
hensions and objections being such as lie on the very threshold of 
the subject, it would have been hardly possible, without noticing 
them, to convey any just notion of the nature and design of the 
logical system. 

§2. 
Supposing it then to have been perceived that the operation of 
Reasoning is in all cases the same, the analysis of that 0^-1^0^ j^^ 
operation could not fail to strike the mind as an in- 
teresting matter of inquiry. And moreover, since (apparent) 
arguments which are unsound and inconclusive ; are so often em- 
ployed, either from error or design ; and since even those who 
are not misled by these fallacies, are so often at a loss to detect 
and expose them in a manner satisfactory to others, or even to 
themselves; it could not but appear desirable to lay down some 
general rules of reasoning applicable to all cases ; by which a person 
might be enabled the more readily and clearly to state the grounds 
of his own conviction, or of his objection to the arguments of an 
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opponent; instead of arguing at random, without any fixed and 
acknowledged principles to guide his procedure. Such rules 
would be analogous to those of Arithmetic, which obviate the 
tediousness and uncertainty of calculations in the head ; wherein, 
after much labor, different persons might arrive at diffei'ent results, 
without any of them being able distinctly to point out the error of 
the rest. A system of such rules, it is obvious, must, instead of 
deserving to be called the "art of wrangling," be more justly 
characterized as the " art of cutting short wrangling," by bringing 
the parties to issue at once, if not to agreement ; and thus saving a 
Waste of ingenuity. 

In pursuing the supposed investigation, it will be found that every 
Conclusion is deduced, in reality, from two other propo- 
Argumeiit5 sitions ; (thence called Premises ;) for though one of 
these may be, and commonly is, suppressed, it mu^t 
nevertheless be understood as admitted; as may easily be made evident 
by supposing the demal of the suppressed premiss; which will at once 
invalidate the argument ; e. g. if any one, from perceiving that ** the 
world exhibits marks of design," infers that " it must have had an 
intelligent author," though he may not be aware in his own mind 
of the existence of any other premiss, he will readily understand, 
if it be denied that " whatever exhibits marks of design must have 
had an intelligent author," that the affirmative of that proposition 
is necessary to the validity of the argument.' Or again, if anyone 
on meeting with an " animal which has horns on the head" infers 
that " it is a ruminant," he will easily perceive that this would be 
no argument to any one who should not be aware of the general 
fact that "all horned animals ruminate." 

An argument thus stated regularly and at full length, is called a 
Syllogism ; which therefore is evidently not a peculiar 

^ ^ ' Arinrfo/^ar^mcT?/, but only a peculiar/orw of expression, 
in which every argument may be stated.' 

When one of the premises is suppressed, (which for brevity's 
sake it usually is) the argument is called an Enthymeme. And it 

1 Some choose to call this proposition not a premiss but merely a condition. This how- 
erer is, substantially, (as has been formerly remarked) jutt what Logicians mean. Whoever 
has any good ground for belieying his inference to be, a just one, must beliere this condition 
to exist. 

2 Some writers, and Locke among others, who profess to despise what thev call " syllogistic 
reasoning,'' distinctly admit — as Locke doe? e. g. in ch. xvli, that " aU right reasoning may 
be reduced to the form of Syllogism ; " (which is admitting the utmost that I conceive any 
Logician maintains) only, there are, he says, other and better '* ways of reasoning : " that is, 
as he proceeds to explain, people do not always, or usually, express their reasoning In a syUo' 
fistic form ; as if any one had ever doubted thdU ! Except indeed it be a writer in the 
Edinburgh Keview, (in 1839) who in deprecating and deriding all attempts to adduce evidences 
of the truth of Christianity, as useless, and even dangerous, for the mass of mankind, (a 
discovery, by the way. which its first promulgators were not enlightened enough to make) 
gives as a reason, that " the Gospel has been the stay of countless millions who never framed 
a syUogism.'^ And very probable it is, that Nicodemus for instance, and those who deputed 
him, when he said, " we know that thou art a teaoher sent from God ; for no man can do these 
miracles that thou doest except God be with him," though he spoke grammatically and 
CBMoned conclnsiTely, m$y hats never heard of syllogiams, or even of nouns and verbs. 
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may be worth while to remark, that when the argument is in this 
state, the objections of an opponent are (or rather appear to be) of 
two kinds ; viz. either objections to the assertion itself, or objections 
to its force as an argument. JS. O, In one of the above instances, 
an atheist may be conceived either denying* that the world does 
exhibit marks of design, or denying^ that \t follows from thence that 
it had an inteUigent author. Now it is important to keep in mind 
that the only difference in the two cases is, that in the one, the 
expressed premiss is denied, in the other the suppressed; for the 
force as an argument of either premiss depends on the ether premiss: 
if both be admitted, the conclusion legitimately connected with them 
cannot be denied. 

It is evidently immaterial to the argument whether the Conclusion 
be placed first or last ; but it may be proper to remark, ^^ 
that a Premiss placed after its Conclusion is called the 
Reason^ of it, and is introduced by one of those conjunctions which 
are called co^^^o/ / viz. "since," "because," &c., which may indeed 
be employed to designate a Premiss, whether it came first or 
last. The illative conjunctions, "therefore," &c., designate the 
Conclusion. 

It is a circumstance which often occasions error and perplexity, 
that both these classes of conjunctions have also another 
signification, being employed to denote, respectively, cauw.*"* 
Catise and Effect, as well as Premiss and Concltision : 
e. g. If I say, "this ground is rich, because the trees on it are 
flourishing," or "the trees are flourishing, and therefore the soil 
must be rich," I employ these conjunctions to denote the connec- 
tion of Prendss and Conclusion ; for it is plain that the luxuriance 
of the trees is not the cause of the soil's fertility, but only the cause 
of my knowing it. If again I say, "the trees flourish, because the 
ground is rich," or " the ground is rich, and therefore the trees 
flourish," I am using the very same conjunctions to denote the 
connection of cause and effect ; for in this case, the luxuriance of 
the trees, being evident to the eye, would hardly need to be proved, 
but might need to be accounted for. 

There are, however, many cases, in which the Cause is employed 
to prove the existence of its Effect ; especially in arguments relating 
to future events ; as e. g. when from favorable weather any one 
argues that the crops are likely to be abundant :* the cause, and the 
reason, in that case, coincide. And this contributes to their being 
so often confounded together in other cases. ' 

§3. 
In an argument, such as the examples above given, it is, as has 

1 As the ancient Atheists did. 2 As the modern Atheists do. 

8 The Msjor-premiss is often called the Principle; and the word Retuon is thai oonflned to 
the minor, 
i fiw Appendix No. I. art. Reason. See also Rhetoric^ Part I, ch. 2, $ iL 
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been said, impossible for any one, who admits both Premises, to 
avoid admitting the Conclusion. 

A man may perhaps deny, or doubt, and require proof, that all 
animals that are horned do ruminate. Kay, it is conceivable that 
he may even not clearly understand what ** ruminant" means; 
but still it will be not the less clear to him, that, supposing these 
Premises granted, the Conclusion must be admitted. 

And even if you suppose a case where one or both of the Pre- 
mises shall be manifestly false and absurd, this will not alter the 
conclusiveness of the Reasoning ; though the conclusion itself may 
perhaps be absurd also. For instance, ** All the Ape-tribe are 
originally descended from Reptiles or Insects ; Mankind are of the 
Ape -tribe : therefore mankind are originally descended from Reptiles 
or Insects : '* here, every one^ would perceive the falsity of all three 
of these propositions. But it is not the less true that the conclusion 
follows from those premises, and that if they were true, it would be 
true also. 

But there will be frequently an apparent connection of Premises 
with a Conclusion which does not in reality follow from 
i^^^^ta. ^^^^f though to the inattentive or unskillful, the argu- 
ment may appear to be valid. And there are many 
other cases in which a doubt may exist, whether the argument be 
valid or not : i, e, whether it be possible or not to admit the Premises, 
and yet deny the Conclusion. It is of the highest importance, 
therefore, to lay down some regular form to which every valid 
argument may be reduced, and to devise a rule which shall show 
the validity of every argument in that form, and consequently the 
unsoundness of any apparent argument which cannot be reduced to 
it. JS. G, If such an argument as this be proposed, " every rational 
agent is accountable ; brutes are not rational agents ; therefore they 
are not accountable : " or again, ** all wise legislators suit their laws 
to the genius of their nation : Solon did this : therefore he was a 
wise legislator ; " there are some, perhaps, who would not perceive 
any fallacy in such arguments, especially if enveloped in a cloud of 
words ; and still more, when the conclusion is true, or (which comes 
to the same point) if they are disposed to believe it : and others 
might perceive indeed, but might be at a loss to explain, the fallacy. 
Now these ^apparent) arguments exactly correspond, respectively, 
with the following, the absurdity of the conclusions from which is 
manifest : " every horse is an anima. ; sheep are not horses ; there- 
fore they are not animals ;" and "all vegetables grow ; an animal 
grows ; therefore it is a vegetable." These last examples, I have 
said, correspond exactly (considered as arguments) with the former; 
the question respecting the validity of an Argument, being, not 
whether the conclusion be true^ but whether it follows from the 
premises adduced. 

1 XxMpb oerUin Fraicli Natiuralkrta. 
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This mode of exposing a Ml&cj, by bringing forward a similar 
one whose conclusion is obviously absurd, is often, and very 
advantageously, resorted to in addressing those who are ignorant 
of Logical rules ; ^ but to lay down such rules, and employ them 
as a test, is evidently a safer and more compendious, as well as a 
more philosophical mode of proceeding. To attain these, it would 
plainly be necessary to analyze some clear and valid arguments, and 
to observe in what their conclusiveness consists. 

Let us then examine and analyze such an example as one of 
those first given : for instance, *' Every animal that has 
horns on the head is ruminant ; the Elk has horns on an^^jjj^ei!? 
the head ; therefore the Elk is ruminant." It will 
easily be seen that the validity [or ** conclusiveness ; " or '* sound- 
ness "] of the Argument does not at all depend on our conviction 
of the truth of either of the Premises ; or even on our understanding 
the meaning of them. For if we substitute for one of the things 
we are speaking about, some unmeaning Symbol, (such as a letter 
of the alphabet, ) which may stand for anything that may be agreed 
on, the Reasoning remains the same. 

For instance, suppose we say, (instead of ''animal that has 
horns on the head,") "Every X is ruminant; the Elk is X; 
therefore the Elk is ruminant ; " the Argument is equally valid. 

And again, instead of, the word " ruminant," let us put the 
letter " Y ; " then the argument '* Every X is Y ; the Elk is X ; 
therefore the Elk is Y ; " would be a valid argument as before. 

And the same would be the case if you were to put ** Z " for 
'* the Elk : " for the syllogism " Every X is Y ; Z is X ; therefore 
Z is Y," is completely vaud, whatever you suppose the Symbols 
X, Y, and Z to stand for. 

Any one may try the experiment, by substitutinff for X, Y, and 
Z, respectively, any words he pleases ; and he will find that, if he 
does but preserve the same /arm of expression, it will be impossible 
to admit the truth of the Premises, without admiting also the truth 
of the Conclusion. 

And it is worth observing here, that nothing is so likely to lead 
to that — very common, though seemingly strange — 
error, of supposing ourselves to understand distinctly may^be^undw^ 
what in reality we understand but very imperfectly, or ^tood though jta 
not at all, as the want of attention to what has been ^ 
just explained. 

A man reads — or even writes — many pages, perhaps, of an 

1 An exposure of some of Home's fallacies ence of that extraordinary person conld not, 

in his " Essay on Miracles " and elsewhere, on Hume's principles, be received as a well 

was attempted, on this plan, a few years ago, authenticated fact ; since it rests on evidence 

in a pamphlet (published anonymously, as the leos strong than that which supports the Scrip' 

nature of the argument required, but which I ture histories. 

see no reason against acknowledging) entitled For a clear development of the mode in 

** Uiatorio Doubts relative to Napoleon Buona- which this last evidence operates on most 

part« i " in which it WM ^hovn that the exist- minds, see *< Hinds on Inspiration,," p. 80-46. 
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argumentative work, in which one or more of the terma employed 
convej nothing distinct to his mind ; and yet he is liable to over- 
look this circumstance, from finding that he clearly understands 
the Arguments, He may be said, in one sense, to understand what 
he is redding ; because he can perfectly follow the train of Reason- 
ing, itself. But thisy perhaps, he might equally well do, if he were 
to substitute for one of the words employed, X, or Z, or any other 
such unknown Symbol ; as in the examples above. But a man 
will often confound together the understanding of the Arguments^ 
in themselves, and the understanding of the words employed, and of 
the nature of the things those words denote. 

It appears then, that valid Reasoning, when regularly expressed, 
has its validity [or conclusiveness] made evident from the mere 
form of expression itself, independently of any regard t9 the sense 
of the words. 

In examining this form, in such an example as that just given, 
you will observe that in the first Premiss (" X is Y,**) it is assumed 
universally of the Class of things (whatever it may be) which 
" X " denotes, that ** y " may be affirmed of them ; and in the 
other Premiss, (*' Z is X ") that " Z " (whatever it may stand for) 
is referred to that Class, as comprehended in it. Now it is evident that 
whatever is said of the whole of a Class, may be said of anything 
that is comprehended [or "included," or "contained,"] in that 
Class ; so that we are thus authorized to say (in the conclusion) 
that " Z " is " Y." 

Thus also, in the example first given, having assumed universally, 
of the Class of " Things which exhibit marks of design," that 
they " had an intelligent maker," and then, in the other Premiss, 
having referred " The world " to that Class, we conclude that it 
may be asserted of " The world " that " it had an intelligent maker." 

And the process is the same when anything is denied of a whole 
Class. We are equally authorized to deny the same, of whatever 
is comprehended under that Class. For instance, if I say, " Ko liar 
is deserving of trust ; this man is a liar ; therefore he is not deserv- 
ing of trust ; " "I here deny *' deserving of trust," of the whole 
Class denoted by the word " liar ; " and then I refer " this man " 
to that Class ; whence it follows that " deserving of trust " may be 
denied of him. 

This argument also will be as manifestly valid, if (as in the 
former case) you substitute for the words which have a known 
meaning, any undetermined Symbols, such as letters of the alpha- 
bet. " No X is Y ; Z is X ; therefore Z is not Y," is as perfect a 
syllogism^ as the other with the affirmative conclusion. 

And here it is to be observed, that by "Class " is 

thf ww^^kM. Daeant throughout this treatise, not merely a " Head " 

or " general description " to which several things are 

actually referred, but one to which an indefinite number of things 
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might conceivably be referred ; viz. as many a$ (in the colloquial 
phrase) may " answer to the description.*' E. G. On^ may conceive 
that when the first created man existed lilone, some superhuman 
Beings may have contemplated him not merely as an individual 
bearing the proper name of Adam, but also, by Abstraction, simply, 
as possessing those attributes which we call collectively " hunianity '* 
[** human nature ; "] and may have applied to him a name, — such 
as " Man," — implying those attributes, [that description} and 
which would consequently suit equally well any of his descendants. 

When then any thing is said to be "referred to such and such a 
Class," this is to be understood either of an actual, or whdt may be 
called a potential Class ; t . e. the word Class is used whether there 
actually exist, or not, several things tO which the description will 
apply. For it is evident, that, in any case, we refer something to 
a certain Class in consequence of th^t thing's possessing certain 
attributes, and not, vice versa. And this being kept in mind, there 
is a convenience in employing the word "Class," instead of 
introducing circumlocution by always speaking of "description." 

It will be found, then, on examination, that all valid argumenta 
whatever, may be easily reduced to such a form as that of the 
foregoing syllogisms; and that consequently the principle on 
which they are constructed is the UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE of 
Reasoning. So elliptical, indeed, is the ordinary mode of expression, 
even of those who are considered as prolix wtiterS, — i. e. so much 
is implied and left to be understood m the course of argument, in 
comparison of what is actually stated, (most men being impatient, 
even to excess, of any appearance of unnecessary and tedious 
formality of statement,) that a single sentence n^ill often be found, 
though perhaps considered as a single argument, to contain, 
compressed into a short compass, a chain of several distinct 
arguments. But if each of these be fully developed, and the whole 
of what the author intended to iftiply be stated expressly, it will be 
found that all the steps even of the longest and most complex train 
of reasoning, may be reduced into the above form.' 

It is a mistake (which might appear scarcely worthy of notice, 
had not so many, even esteemed writers, fallen into it) Meaning of 
to imagine that Aristotle and other logicians meant to "logic&i reit- 
propose that this prolix form of unfolding argunients "** "* " 
should universally supersede, in argumentative discourses, the 
common forms of expression; and that, "to reason loffically,"^ 
means, to state all arguments at full length in the syllogistic form ; ' 
and Aristotle has even been charged with inconsistency for not 
doing so. It has been said that "in his Treatises of Ethics, 
Politics, d:c., he argues like a rational creature, and never attempts 

1 One of the ancienta la reported to hnre reverse of this comparif on would b* mort 
eompnred Lope to the closed fl«t, and Rhetoric con-ert. 
U> tb« open hand. To me it appears that the 

& 
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to bring his own system into practice." ^ As well might a chemist 
be charged with inconsistency for making use of any of the 
compound substances that are commonly employed, without previ- 
ously analyzing and resolving them into their smiple elements ; as 
well might it be imagined t^t, ''to speak grammatically/' means, 
to parse every sentence we utter. The chemist (to pursue the 
illustration) keeps by him his tests and his method of analysis, to 
be employed when any substance is offered to his notice, the 
composition of which has not been ascertained, or in which 
adulteration is suspected. Now a fcdlacy may aptly be compared 
to some adulterated compound; ''it consists of an ingenious 
mixture of truth and fjalsehood, so entangled, — so intimately 
blended, — ''that the fJEdseheod is (in the chemicsd phrase) held in 
toliUion : one drop of sound logic is that test which immediately 
disunites them, makes the Foreign substance visible, and precipitates 
it to the bottom." '-^i 

§4- 

But to resume the investigations of the principles of Reasoning : 
the Maxim resulting from the examination of a syllogism 
Dtetum!*'^'*' in the foregoing form, and of the application of which, 
every valid argument is in reality an instance, is, " that 
whatever is predicated, (i. e, affirmed or denied) universally, of 
any Class of things, may be predicated, in like manner, (viz, 
affirmed or denied) of any thmg comprehended in that Class." 
This is the principle, commonly called the dictum de omni et nullo, 
for the indication of which we are indebted to Aristotle, and which 
is the keystone of his whole logical system. 

It is remarkable that some, otherwise judicious writers, should 
have been so carried away by their zeal against that philosopher, 
as to speak with scorn and ridicule of this principle, on account of 
its obviousness and simplicity ; though they would probably 
perceive at once, in any other case, that it is the greatest triumph 
of philosophy to refer many, and seemingly very various, pheno- 
mena to one, or a very few, simple principles ; and that the more 
simple and evident such a principle is, provided it be truly 
applicable to all the cases in question, the greater is its value and 
scientific beauty. If, indeed, any principle be regarded as not thus 
applicable, that is an objection to it of a different kind. Such an 
objection against Aristotle's Dictum, no one has ever attempted to 
estqblish by anjr kind of proof ; but it has often been taken for 
granted ; it bemg (as has been stated) very commonly supposed, 
without examination, that the syllogism is a distinct kind of argument y 
and that the rules of it accordingly do not apply, nor were intended 

1 Lord KamM. Examioation of Rett's TiOgic.'^ The author 

dbplays, though in a hasty production, ^rrnt 

2 Thli excellent iUostration is cited from reach of thought, as well as knowl^dji* ^t his 
A paange in an anonymous pamphlet, "An subject. 
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to apply, to all reasoning whatever. Dr. Campbell* endeavors, 
under this misapprehension, with some ingenuity, and not without 
an air of plausibmty, to show that every syllogism must be futile 
and worthless, because the Premises virtually assert the Conclusion : 
little dreaming, of course, that his objections, however specious, lie 
against the process of reasoning itself, universally ; and will, 
therefore, of course, apply to those very arguments which he is 
himself adducing. He should have been reminded of the story of 
the woodman, who had mounted a tree, and was so earnestly 
employed in lopping the boughs, that he unconsciously cut off the 
bough on which he was standing. 

It is still more extraordinary to find other eminent authors* 
adopting, expressly, the very same objections, and yet distinctly 
admitting the possibility of reducing every course of argument to a 
series of syllogisms. 

One of these writers brings an objection against the Dictum of 
Aristotle, which it may be worth while to notice briefly, 
for the sake of setting in a clearer light the real char- reapecUng the 
acter and object of that Principle. Its application meaning of th« 
being, as has been seen, to a regular and conclusive 
Syllogism, he supposes it intended to prove and make evident the 
conclusiveness of such a syllogism ; and remarks how unphilo- 
sophical it is to attempt giving a demonstration of a demonstration. 
And certainly the charge would be just, if we could imagine the 
logician's object to be, to increase the certainty of a conclusion which 
we are supposed to have already arrived at by the clearest possible 
mode of proof. But it is very strange that such an idea should 
ever have occurred to one who had even the slightest tincture of 
Natural-philosophy ; for it might as well be imagined that a natural 
philosopher's or a chemist's design is to strengthen the testimony 
of our senses by n priori reasoning, and to convince us that a stone 
when thrown will fall to the ground, and that gunpowder will 
explode when fired ; because they show that accordmg to their 
principles those phenomena must take place as they do. But it 
would be reckoned a mark of the grossest ignorance and stupidity 
not to be aware that their object is not to prove the existence of an 
individual phenomenon, which our eyes have witnessed, but (as 
the phrase is) to account for it : t. «. to show according to what 
principle it takes place ; — to refer, in short, the individual case to a 
general law of nature. The object of Aristotle's Dictum is pre- 
cisely analogous ; he had, doubtless, no thought of adding to the 
force of any individual syllogism ; his design was to point out the 
general principle on which that process is conducted which takes 
place in each syllogism. And as the Laws* of nature (as they are 

1 " PhUoflophy of Rhetorio.'' 

2 Ab Dugald Stewart : PhUosophy, toI. il ; and Locke, Tol. if, eh. 17, $ 4, 
8 Appendix, No. I, art. Law. 
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called) ai-e in reality merely generalized facts, of which all the 
phenomena coming under them are particular instances; so, the 
proof drawn from Aristotle's Dictum is not a distinct demonstration 
brought to confirm another demonstration, but is merely a gener- 
alized and abstract statement of all demonstration whatever ; and is, 
therefore, in fact, the very demonstration which [mutatis mutandis) 
accommodated to the various subject-matters, is actually employed 
in each particular case. 

In oraer to trace more distinctly the dififerent steps of the abstract- 
ing process, by which any particular argument may be 
a 8taS»Sent ™f brought into the most general form, we may first take a 
th^"b8t"'*t syllogism {%. e. an argument Wted accurately and at 
full length,) such as the example formerly given, 
"whatever exhibits marks of design, iStc.,** and then somewhat 
generalize the expression, by substituting (as in algebra) arbitrary 
unmeaning symbols for the significant terms that were originally 
used ; the syllogism will then stand thus ; ** every B is A ; C is B ; 
therefore C is A.** The reasoning, when thus stated, is no less 
evidently valid, whatever terms. A, B, and C, respectively, may be 
supposed to stand for. Such terms may indeed be inserted as to 
make all or some of the assertions /df««; but it will still be no less 
impossible for any one who admits the truth of the premises, in an 
argument thus constructed, to deny the conclusion ; and this it is 
that constitutes the conclusiveness of an argument. 

Viewing then the syUogism thus expressed, it appears clearly, that 
"A stands for any thing whatever that is affirmed of a certain 
entire Class," (viz, of every B) " which class comprehends or con- 
tains in it somethipg else,*' vtz. C, (of which B is, in the second 
premiss, affirmed,) and that, consequently, the first term (A) is, 
in the conclusion, predicated of the third, 0. 

Now to assert the validity of this process, now before us is to 
state the very Dictum we are treating of, with hardly even a verbal 
alteration, viz,: 

1. Any thing whatever, predicated of a whole class, 

2. Under which class something else is contained, 

3. May be predicated of that which is so contained. 

The three members into which the Maxim is here distributed, 
correspond to the three propositions of the syllogism to which they 
are intended respectively to apply.* 

The advantage of substituting for the terms, in a regular syllo- 
uttiity of gism, arbitrary unmeaning symbols, such as letters of 
non-8ignifieant the alphabet, is much the same as in Geometry : the 
^^ **' Reasoning itself is then considered, by itself, clearly, 

and without any risk of our being misled by the truth or falsity of the 
conclusion ; which is, in fact, accidental and variable ; the essential 
point being, as far as the argument is concerned, the efmnection 

I ?M Book ir, eh. !U, % \. 
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betvfeen the premises and the conclusion. We are thus enabled to 
embrace the general principle of all reasoning, and to perceive its 
applicability to an indefinite number of individual cases. That 
Aristotle, therefore, should have been accused of making use of 
these symbols for the purpose of darkening his demonstrations, and 
that too by persons not unacquainted with Geometry and Algebra, 
is truly astonishing. If a geometer, instead of designating the four 
angles of a square by four letters, were to call them north, sotah, 
east, and west, he would not render the demonstration of a theorem 
the easier ; and the learner would be much more likely to be per- 
plexed in the application of it. 

It belongs then exclusively to a Syllogism, properly so called 

!i, e, a valid argument, so stated that its conclusiveness is evident 
rom the mere j^^rm of the expression,) that if letters, or any other 
unmeaning symbols, be substituted for the several terms, the validity 
of the argument shall still be evident. Whenever this is not the 
case, the supposed argument is either unsound and sophistical, or 
else may be reduced (without any alteration of its meaning) into 
the syllogistic form ; in which form, the test just mentioned may be 
applied to it. 

Some persons have remarked of the '' Dictum" (meaning it as a 
disparagement) that it is merely a somewhat circuitous 
explanation of what is meant by a Class, It is, in truth, ofS« wotSiB!' 
just such an explanation of this as is needful to the 
student, and which must be kept before his mind in reasoning. For 
we should recollect that not only every Class [the Sign of which 
is a '' Common-term''] comprehends under it an indefinite number 
of individuals, — and often of other Classes — differing in many 
respects from each other, but also most of those individuals and 
classes may be referred, each, to an indefinite number of classes 
according as we choose to abstract this point, or that from each. 

Now to remind one, on each occasion, that so and so is referable 
to such and such a Class, and that the class which happens to be 
before us comprehends such and such things, — this is precisely all 
that is ever accomplished by Rea^omng, 

For one may plainly perceive, on looking at any of the examples 
above, that when we assert both the Premises taken in conjunction, 
we have, virtually, implied the Conclusion. Else, indeed, it would 
not be impossible (as it is) for any one to deny the Conclusion, who 
admits both Premises.^ 

What is called an unsound or fallacious argument (£. Detection of 
e. an apparent argument, which is, in reality, none) unsound 
cannot, of course, be reduced into this form ; but when "«^™®"**- 

1 Henoe, some have considered it as a dis- Since, howerer, a Syllogism is not a certain 

paragemeni to a Sy llogi8m( which they imagine distinct kind of argument, but any argument 

tobe one kind of Argument) that you can gain whatever, stated in a regular form, the com- 

no n«!«i tnKA from it ; the Conclusions it estab> plaint, such as it is, lies agaiust Ileasoniog 

lifhen being in &et known already, by erery altogether. In n. ir, ch. 2, this point U more 

ooo who has admitted the Premises. fully explained. 
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stated in the form most nearly approaching to this that is possihle, 
its fallaciousness becomes more evident, from its nonconformity 
to the foregoing rule \ e. g. " whoever is capable of deliberate 
crime is responsible ; an infant is not capable of deliberate crime ; 
therefore an infant is not responsible," (see § 3 :) here the term 
'* responsible" is affirmed universally of ** those capable of deliber 
-ate crime ;" it might, therefore, according to Aristotle's Dictum, 
have been affirmed of any thing contained under that class ; but, in 
the instance before us, nothing is mentioned as contained under that 
class ; only, the term '' infant" is excltcded from that class ; and 
though what is affirmed of a whole class may be affirmed of any 
thing that is contained under it, there is no ground for supposing 
that it may be denied of whatever is not so contained ; for it is 
evidently possible that it may be applicable to a whole class and to 
something else besides. To say, e. g that all trees are vegetables, 
does not imply that nothing else is a vegetable ; nor when it is said, 
that " all who are capable of deliberate crime are responsible," does 
this imply that "no others are responsible ; " for though this may 
be very true, it has not been asserted in the premiss before us ; and 
in the analysis of an argument, we are to discard all consideration 
of what might be asserted ; contemplating only what <ictually is laid 
down in the premises. It is evident, therefore, that such an appa- 
rent argument as the above does not comply with the rule laid down, 
nor can be so stated as to comply with it ; and is consequently 
invalid. 

Again, in this instance, ** food is necessary to life ; corn is food ; 
therefore, corn is necessary to life ; " the term ** necessary to life " 
is affirmed of food, but not universally ; for it is not said of every 
hind of food ; the meaning of the assertion being manifestly that 
'* some food is necessary to life ; " so that, expressed in symbols, 
the apparent argument might stand thus : ** Some^X is Y ; Z is 
X ; therefore Z is Y." Here a^ain, therefore, the rule has not 
been complied with, since that which has been predicated, [affinned 
or deniedj not of the whdey but of a part only of a certain class, 
cannot be, on that ground, predicated of whatever is contained under 
that class. 

There is an argument against miracles by the well-known Mr. 
Hume, which has perplexed many persons,' and which exactly cor- 
responds to the above. It may be stated thus : " Testimony is a 
kind of evidence more likely to be false, than a miracle to be true ; " 
(or, as it may be expressed in other words, we have more reason 
to expect that a witness should lie, than that a miracle should 
occur) ** the evidence on which the Christian miracles are believed, 
is testimony ; therefore the evidence on which the Christian miracles 
are belived is more likely to bo false than a miracle to be true." 

Here it is evident that what is spoken of in the first of these 
Premises, is ***(ww testimony;" not "all testimony," [or any 
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whatever,^ and by " a witness " we understand " some witness/* 
not, ** every witness : " so that this apparent argument has ezactljr 
the same fault as the one above/ ^ 

§6. 

The fellacy in these last cases is, what is usually described in 
logical language as consisting in the "non-distribution of the 
middle term : " t. e. its not being employed to denote all the objects 
to which it is applicable^ In order to understand this phrase, it is 
necessary to observe that a Proposition being an expression in 
which one thing is said, i. e. affirmed or denied of another, (e, g. 
"A is B,") both that of which something is said, and that which 
is said of it ii, e, both A and B,) are called '* terms ; " from their 
being (in their nature) the extremes or boundaries of the Proposition : 
and thei*e are, of course, two, and but two, terms in a proposition 
(though it may so happen that eitlier of them may consist either 
of one word^ or of several ;) and a term is said to be 
'* distributed," when it is taken universally, so as to of teSSl?''***' 
stand for everything it is capable of being applied 
to ; and consequently " undistributed," when it stands for a portion 
only of the things signified by it : thus, **a^ food," or every kind 
of food, are expressions which imply the distribution of the term 
** food ; *• ^* siyme food " would imply its non -distribution. And it 
is also to be observed t\iat the term of which, in one premiss, 
sometliing is affirmed or denied, and to which, in the other premiss, 
something else is referred as contained in it, is calied the ** middle " 
term in the syllogism, as standing between the other two {viz, the 
two terms of the conclusion,) and being the medium oi proof. 
Now it is plain, that if in each premiss a part only of this middle 
term is employed, £. e. if it be not all distributed, no conclusion 
can be drawn. Hence, if, in the example formerly adduced, it had 
been merely stated that ** something^* (not " wAofevcr," or *' every- 
thing**) "which exhibits marks of design, is the work of an 
intelligent author," it would not have followed, from the world's 
exhibiting marks of design, that that is the work of an intelligent 
author. 

It is to be observed, also, that the word *' all " and ** every," 
which mark the distribution of a term, and " some," which marks 
its non-distribution, are not always expressed : they are frequently 
understood, and left to be supplied by the context ; e.g. ** food is 
necessary;" viz. ** some food;" "man is mortal;" viz. ** every 
man." 

Propositions thus expressed are called by logicians " indefinite,** 
because it is left undetermined by the form of the 
expression whether the " subject" (the term of which propwftiol»». 
something is affirmed or denied being called the " sub- 

1 See Appendix ii, Bxampto No. 25. 
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jeot " of the propositicin, and that which is said of it, the " predi- 
cate ") be distributed or not. Nevertheless it is plain that in 
every proposition the Subject either is, or is not, meant to be 
distributed ; though it be not declared whether it is or not. Con- 
sequently, every proposition, whether expressed indefinitely or 
not, must be understood as either ** universal " or " particular ; " 
those being called Universal in which the predicate is said of the 
whole of the subject (or, in other words, where the subject is 
distributed ;) and those. Particular, in which it is said only of a 
part of the subject: e, g. **A11 men are sinful," is universal; 
** some men are sinful," particular. And this division of pro- 
positions is, in logical language, said to be according to their 



But the distribution or non-distribution of the predicate is entirely 
Quantity and J^^dependent of the quantity of the proposition ; nor are 
qnkiity of pro- the signs ** all " and " some " ever affixed to the pre- 
positiona. dicatc ; because its distribution depends upon, and is 
indicated by, the ** quality " of the proposition ; i, e, its being 
affirmative or negative ; it being a universal rule, that the predicate 
of a negative proposition is distributed, and of an affirmative, 
undistributed. The reason of this may easily be understood, by 
considering that a term which stands for a whole Class may be 
applied to .(». ^. affirmed of ) anything that is comprehended under 
that class, though the term of which it is thus affirmed may be of 
much narrower extent than that other, and may, therefore, be far 
from coinciding with the whole of it. Thus it may be said with 
truth, that **the Negroes are uncivilized," though the term un- 
civilized be of much wider extent than " Negroes," comprehending, 
besides them, Hottentots, itc; so that it would not be allowable 
to assert, that ** all who are uncivilized are Negroes ; " it is 
evident, therefore, that it is 2k part only of the term ** uncivilized " 
that has been affirmed of ** Negroes , " and the same reasoning 
applies to every affirmative proposition ; for though it may so 
happen that the subject and predicate coincide ; L e. are of equal 
extent, as, e. g. ** all men are rational animals ; " " all equilateral 
triangles are equiangular ; " (it being equally true, that ** all 
rational animals are men," and that ** all equiangular triangles are 
equilateral ; ") yet this is not implied by the form of expression; 
since it would be no less true, that '' all men are rational animals," 
even if there were other rational animals besides Man. 

It is plain, therefore, th^t if any part of the predicate is applica- 
ble to the subject, it may be affirmed, and, of course, cannot be 
denied, of that subject ; and consequently, when the predicate is 
denied of the subject, this implies that no part of that predicate is 
applicable to that subject ; t. e, that the whole of the predicate is 
denied of the subject ; for to say, e, g, that '* no beasts of prey 
ruminate," implies that beasts of prey are excluded from the whole 
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class of ruminant animals, and consequently that " no ruminant 
animals are beasts of prey." And hence results the above-men- 
tioned rule, that the distribution of the predicate is implied in 
negative propositions, and its non-distribution, in affirmatives. 

The learner may perhaps be startled at being told that the predicate 
of an affirmative is never distributed ; especially as ^^^ ^ 
Aldrich has admitted that accidentally this may take tionrfthe "" 
place: as in such a proposition as "all equilateral JJJJ|J^J^|J 
triangles are equiangular : " but this is not accurate ; 
he might have said that such a proposition as the above the pred- 
icate is distributable, but not that it is actually distributed : i. e. it 
so happens that ** all equiangular triangles are equilateral ; " but 
this is not implied in the previous assertion ; and the point to be 
considered is, not what might be said with truth, but what actually 
has been said. And accordingly mathematicians give distinct 
demonstrations of the above two propositions. 

If it happen to be my object to assert Uiat the Predicate as well 
as the Subject of a certain affirmative proposition is to be understood 
as distributed — and if I say, for instance, ''all equilateral triangles, 
and no others, are equiangular," — I am asserting, in reality, not 
one proposition, merely, but ttoo. And this is the case whenever 
the proposition I state is understood (whether from the meaning of 
the words employed, or from the general drift of the discourse ) to 
imply that the whole of the Predicate is meant to be affirmea of 
the Subject. 

Thus, if I say of one number — suppose 100 — that it is the 
Square of another, as 10, then, this is understood by every one, 
from his knmoledge of the nature of numbers, to imply, what are, in 
reality, the two propositions, that 100 is *' the Square of 10," and also 
that "the Square of 10 is 100." So also, if I say that "Romulus 
was the first king of Rome," this implies, from the peculiar signi- 
ficaium of the words, that " the first king of Rome was Romulus." 

Terms thus related to each other are called in technical language, 
** convertible*' [or "equivalent"] terms. But then, you are to 
observe that when you not only affirm (or imply) that these are 
" convertible*' terms, you are making not merely one assertion, but 
tiffo. 

It is to be remembered, then, that it is not sufficient for the 
middle term to occur in a Universal-proposition ; since 
if that proposition be an affirmative, and the middle- middle "tenas? 
term be the predicate of it, it will not be distributed : 
e, g. if in the example formerly given, it had been merely asserted, 
that " all the works of an intelligent author show marks of design," 
and that "the universe shows marks of design," nothing could have 
been proved ; since, though both these propositions are universal, 
the middle-term is made the predicate in each, and both are affirm- 
ative ; and accordingly, the rule of Aristotle is not here complied 
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with, since the term *'work of an intelligent author," which is 
to be proved applicable to ** the universe," would not have been 
aflSrmed of the middle-term ("what shows marks of design") 
under which ** universe" is contained ; but the middle-term, on the 
contrary, would have been affirmed of it. 

If, however, one of the premises be negative, the middle-term 
may then be made the predicate of that, and will thus, according to 
the above remark, be distributed ; e. ^. ** no ruminant animals are 
predacious ; the lion is predacious ; therefore the lion is not rumi- 
nant : " this is a valid syllogism ; and the middle term (predacious) 
is distributed by being made the predicate of a negative proposition. 
The form, indeed, of the syllogism is not that prescribed by the 
Dictum, but it may easily be reduced to that form, by stating the 
first proposition thus ; "no predacious animals are ruminant ;" 
which is manifestly implied (as was above remarked) in the assertion 
that "no ruminant animals are predacious." The syllogism will 
thus appear in the form to which the Dictum applies. 

It is not every argument, indeed, that can be reduced to this form 
The Dictum ^7 ^ short and simple an alteration as in the case before 
uniferaaiiy ap- US I & longer and morc complex process will often be 
piicabie. required, and rules will hereafter be laid down to facil- 

tiate this process in certain cases ; but there is no sound argument 
but what can be reduced into this form, without at all departing 
from the real meaning and drift of it ; and the form will be found 
(though more prolix than is needed for ordinary use) the most 
perspicuous in which an argument can be exhibited. 

All Reasoning whatever, then, rests on one simple Principle 
laid down by Aristotle, that " what is predicated, either affirmatively 
or negatively, of a term distributed, maj be predicated in like man- 
ner, t. e. affirmatively or negatively) of any thing contained under 
that term." So that when our object is to prove any proposition, 
i, e. to show that one term may nghtly be affirmed or denied of 
another, the process which really takes place in our minds is, that 
we refer that term (of which the other is to be thus predicated) to 
some class' (t. e. middle term) of which that other may be affirmed, 
or denied, as the case may be. 

Whatever the subject matter of an argument may be, the Reason- 
ing itself, considered by itself, is in every case the same process ; 
and if the writers against Logic had kept this in mind, they would 
have been cautious of expressing their contempt of what they call 
" syllogistic reasoning," which is in truth aU reasoning ; and instead 
of ridiculing Aristotle's Principle for its obviousness and simplicity, 
would have perceived that these are, in fact, its highest praise : the 
easiest, shortest, and most evident theory, provided it answer the 
purpose of explanation, being ever the best. := 

1 ThAt if, either an actual or a potential class. Bee abore, $ 8. 
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§6. . . . . ■ 

If we conceive an inquirer to have reached, in his investigation 
of the theory of Reasoning, the point to which we have now 
arrived, a question which would be likely next to engage his 
attention, is that of Predication ; i. e, since in reasoning we are to 
find a middle term which may be predicated affirmatively of the 
Subject in question, we are led to inquire what terms may be 
affirmed, and what denied, of what others. 

It is evident that a proper-name, or any other term which denotes 
but a single individual, as " Caesar," " the Thames," 
*'the Conqueror of Pompey," "this river" hence ^^^^Zrmt 
called in Logic a ** Singular-term ") cannot be affirmed 
of anything besides that individual, and may therefore be denied 
of anything else ; we may say, ** this river is the Thames," or 
** Caesar was the conqueror of Pompey ; " but we cannot say of 
anything else that it is the Thames, &c. 

On the other hand, those terms which are called ** Common,** as 
denoting any one individual of a whole class, as ** river," ** con- 
queror," may of course be affirmed of any, or all that belong to 
that class : [of anything answering to a certain description] as " the 
Thames is a river ; " ** the Rhine and the Danube are rivers." 

Common-terms, therefore, are called ** predicables " {viz, affirma- 
^wZy-predicable), from their capability of being affirmed of others : 
a Singular-term, on the contrary, may be the Subject of a proposi- 
tion, but never the Predicate, unless it be of a negative proposition : 
(as «. g. the first-born of Isaac was not Jacob ;) or, unless the Sub- 
ject and Predicate be only two expressions for the same individual 
object ; as in some of the above instances. 

The process by which the mind arrives at the notions expressed 
by these " common " (or in popular language, ** gen- Abstraction 
eral **\ terms, is properly called ** Generalization ; " andgeneraUza- 
though it is usually (and truly) said to be the business '^°**' 
of abstraction ; for Generalization is one of the purposes to which 
Abstraction is applied. When we draw off, and contemplate sepa- 
rately any part of an object presented to the mind disregarding the 
rest of it, we are said to abstract that part. Thus a person might, 
when a rose was before his eyes or mind, make the scent a distinct 
object of attention, laying aside all thought of the color, form, <fec.; 
and thus, even though it were the OTdy rose he had ever met with, 
he would be employing the faculty of Abstraction ; but if, in con- 
templating several objects, and finding that they agree in certain 
points, we abstract the circumstances of agreement, disregarding 
the differences, and give to all and each of these objects a name 
applicable to them in respect of this agreement, t. e. a common 
name, as '* rose," — or again, if we give a name to some attribute 
wherein they agree, as ** fragrance " or ** redness," we are then 
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said to generalize. Abstraction, therefore, does not necessarily 
imply Generalization, though Generalization implies Abstraction. 

Much needless difficulty has been raised respecting the results 
of this process ; many having contended, and perhaps more havinc^ 
taken for granted, that there must be some really-existing thing^ 
corresponding to each of those ** general " [or ** common '*] terms, 
and of which such term is the name, standing for and representing 
it : 6. g, that as there is a really existing Being corresponding to 
the proper name, ''^tna," and signified by it, so, the common- 
term, *' mountain," must also have some one really existing thing 
corresponding to it; and of course distinct from each individual 
mountain (since the term is not Singular but Common), yet exist- 
ing in each, since the term is applicable to each of them. "When 
many different men," it is said, " are at the same time thinking or 
speaking about a * mountain,' i. e. not any particular one, but ' a 
mountain, generally,' their minds must be all employed on some- 
thing ; which must also be one thing, and not several, and yet 
cannot be any one individual." And hence a vast train of mystical 
disquisition about Ideas, &c., has arisen, which are at best nuga- 
tory, and tend to obscure our view of the process which aetu^ly 
takes place in the mind. 

Notion ex- ^^^ ^^ ^' *^^ uotiou expressed by a Common-term 
preswd by com- is merely an inadequate [incomplete] notion of an 
mon terms. Individual ; and from the very circumstance of its 
inadequacy, it will apply equally well to any one of an indefinite 
number of individuals of the same description ; — to any one, in 
short, possessing the attribute or attributes that have been abstracted, 
and which are designated by that Common-term. U. G. If I omit 
the mention and the consideration of every circumstance which 
distinguishes ^tna from any other mountain, I then form a notion 
(expressed by the Common-term ** Mountain ") which inadequately 
designates -^tna (t. e. which does not imply any of its peculiarities, 
nor its numerical singleness), and is equally applicable to any one 
of several other individuals. 

Generalization, it is plain, may be indefinitely extended by a 
further abstraction applied to common-terms : «. ^. as by abstraction 
from the term Socrates we obtain the common-term ** Philosopher ; " 
so, from " philosopher," by a similar process, we arrive at the 
more general-term " man ; " from ** man " we advance to ** animal," 
(fee. And so also you may advance from any ** ten " objects before 
you, (for instance, the fingers ; from which doubtless arose the 
custom of reckoning by tens) to the general-term, — the number 
" ten ; " and thence again, to the more general-term, number ; " 
and ultimately to the term " quantity." ^ 

1 Bee the subjoined Dissertstion, Book IV, Chap. V. 

2 The employment of this faculty at pleasure human mind from that of the Brutes, ic- 
bas been regarded, and perhaps with good cordingly, «Ten the most intelligent Brurea 
nasoD, at the charaoteristio distinetioA of the seem iacapable of formiag any distinct notion 
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We are thus Enabled, not only to separate, and consider singly 
one part of an object presented to the mind, but also to 
fix arbitrarily upon whatever part we please, according abJSSong 
as may suit the purpose we happen to have in view. J^™ '**• •*"*• 
JS, Q, Any individual person to whom we may direct ** ''**' 
our attention, may be considered either in a political point of view, 
and accordingly referred to the class of Merchant, Farmer, Lawyer, 
<fec., as the case may be ; or physiologically, as Negro, or White 
man ; or theologically, as Pagan, Mohometan, Christian, <fec.; or 
geographically, as European, American, <fec. And so, in respect 
of anything else that may be the subject of our reasoning : we 
arbitrarily fix upon and abstract that pomt which is essential to the 
purpose in hand ; so that the same object may be referred to various 
different classes, according to the occasion. Not, of course, that 
we are allowed to refer anything to a class to which it does not 
really belong ; which would be pretending to abstract from it 
something that was no part of it ; but that we arbitrarily ^x on 
any part of it which we choose to abstract from the rest. 

It is important to notice this, because men are often disposed to 
consider each object as really and properly belonging to some om 
class alone ; * from their having been accustomed, in the course of 
their own pursuits, to consider, in one point of view only, things 
which may with equal propriety be considered in other points of 
view also : i. e. referred to various Classes, (or predicates.) And 
this is that which chiefly constitutes what is called narrowness of 
mind. JS'. G. A mere botanist might be astonished at Different 
hearing such plants as Clover and Lucerne included, modasofciafid- 
in the language of a farmer, under the term ** grasses," *®*'*****- 
which he has been accustomed to limit to a tribe of plants widely 
different in all botanical characteristics ; and the mere farmer might 
be no less surprised to find the troublesome ** weed," (as he has 
been accustomed to call it, ) known by the name of Couch-grass, 
and which he has been used to class with nettles and thistles, to 
which it has no botanical affinity, ranked by the botanist as a species 
of Wheat, (TriHcum Repena.) And yet neither of these classifi- 
cations is in itself erroneous or irrational ; though it would be 
absurd, in a botanical treatise, to class plants according to their 
agricultural use ; or, in an agricultural treatise, according to the 
structure of their flowers. So also, a Diamond would be classed 
by a jeweler along with the ruby, emerald, <fec., as a precious 
stone ; while the chemist classes it, along with plumbago and coal, 
as one of the forms of carbon. 

of number: to do which eridently depends are from the Bmtes) are remarked for a great 

on Abstraction. For, in order to count any deficiency in their notions of number. Few 

objects, you must withdraw your thoughts of them can count beyond ten or twenty ; 

from all differences between them, and regard and some of the rudest Savages hare no words 

them simply as units. And accordingly, the to express any numbers beyoud five. See Sv. 

Savagt Tribes (who are less removed than we Taylor's " Natural History of Sooiety." 
1 See the subjoined Disflertation, B«ok IV. Chap. V. 
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The utility of these considerations, with a view to the present 
subject, will be readily estimated, by recurring to the account which 
has been already given of the process of Reasoning ; the analysis 
of which shows that it consists in referring the term we are speaking 
of to some class, viz, a middle term ; which term again is referred 
to, or excluded from (as the case may be) another class, viz. the 
term which we wish to affirm or deny of the Subject of the Con- 
clusion. So that the quality of our reasoning in any case must 
depend on our being able correctly, clearly, and promptly, to abstract 
from the Subject in question that which may furnish a Middle-term 
suitable to the occasion. 

The imperfect and irregular sketch which has here been attempted, 
of the logical system, may suffice (even though some 
Anai?[teL fora. P^^ts of it should uot be at once fully understood by 
those who are entirely strangers to the study) to point 
out the general drift and purpose of the science, and to render the 
details of it both more interesting and more intelligible. The 
Analytical form, which has here been adopted, is, generally speak- 
ing, better suited for introducing any science in the plainest and 
most interesting form ; though the Synthetical, which will henceforth 
be employed, is the more regular, and the more compendious form 
for storing it up in the memory. 

It is to be observed, however, that technical terms and rules will 
be rather an encumbrance than a help, unless we take care not only 
to understand them thoroughly, but also to learn them so perfectly 
that they may be as readily and as correctly employed as the names 
of the most ramiliar objects around us. 

But if any one will take the trouble to do this once for all, he 
will find that in the end ifluch trouble will have been saved. For, 
the explanations given of such technical-terms and general rules, 
when thoroughly learnt, once, will save the necessity of going 
through nearly the same explanation, over and over again, on each 
separate occasion. 

In short, the advantage of technical-terms is just like what we 
derive from the use of any other Common-terms. When, for 
instance, we have once accurately learnt the definition of a ** Circle," 
or have had fully described to us what sort of creature an ** Ele- 
phant" is, to say ** I drew a Circle," or, " I saw an Elephant," 
would be sufficiently intelligible, without any need of giving the 
description or definition at fim length, over and over again, on every 
separate occasion. 



BOOK II. 

SYNTHETICAL COMPENDIUM. 
Chap. I. — Of ike operations -of the Mind and of Terms. 

% 1- 

There are three operations [or states] of the mind which are 
immediately concerned in Argument ; which are called 
by logical writers — 1st. Simple apprehension; 2d. SS'mfid!'^^ 
Judgment ; 3d. Discourse of Reasoning.* 

1st. Simple-apprehension they define to be that act or condition 
of the mind in which it receives a notion of any object; 
and which is analogous to the perception of the senses. hinSon!^^"" 
It is either Incomplez or Complex '? Incomplex-appre- 
hension is of one object ; or of several without any relation being 
perceived between them, as of '*a man,*' "a horse," "cards:" 
Complex is of several tnth such a relation, as of ** a man on horse- 
back," "a pack of cards." 

2d. Judgment is the comparing together in the mind two of the 
notions For ideasl which are the objects of Apprehen- , ^ 

,L -» , , J J ^^ . Judgment. 

sion, whether complex or mcomplex, and pronouncing 
that they a^ree or disagree with each other : [or that one of them 
belongs or does not belong to the other.] Judgment, therefore, is 
either affimuzHve or negative. 

3d. Reasoning [or ** discourse"] is the act of proceeding from 
certain Judgments to another founded upon them, [or pj^^^^^g^ 
the restdt of them.] course. 

§2- 
Language affords the signs by which these operations of the mind 
are not only expressed, and communicated to others, _ 

p t 'It 1 Language. 

but even, for the most part, carried on by ourselves. 

1 lingical writen hare in general began by respecting the operations of tiie mind univer- 
laying down that there are, in aU, three opera' sally, tends to foster the prerailing error (flrom 
tions of the mind : {in unvoersum tres) an which probably the minds of the writers were 
assertion by no means incontrovertible, and not exempt) of supposing that Logic professes 
which, if admitted, is nothing to the present to teach ^* the use of the mental fiboulties in 
purpose. Our business is with argumentation^ general ;'* the '^ right use of reason," accord- 
expressed in words, and the operations of the ing to Watts. 

mind implied in that ; what others there may 2 With respect to the technical terms em* 

be, or whether any, are irreleranfe questions, plowed in this work, see the Preface. 

The opening of a treatise with a statement 
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The notion obtained in an act of apprehension, is called, when 
expressed in language, a term ; an act oijvdgmerU is expressed by a 
proposition; an act of reasoning, by bji argument ; (which, when 
regularly expressed, is a syllogism ;) as «. ^. 

** Every dispensation of Providence is beneficial ; 
Afflictions are dispensations of Providence, 
Therefore they are beneficial : " 

is a Syllogism ; the act of reasoning being indicated by the word 
**theref(yre,^* It consists of three propositions, each of which 
has (necessarily) two terms, as "beneficial" "dispensations of 
Providence," <fec. 

In introducing the mention of langtiage previously to the defini- 
tion of Logic, I have departed from established practice, in order 
that it may be clearly understood, that Logic is entirely conversant 
about language. If any process of reasoning can take place, in the 
mind, without any employment of language, orally or mentally, 
(a metaphysical question which I shall not here discuss) such a 
process does not come within the province of the science here 
treated of.* This truth, most writers on the subject, if indeed they 
were fully aware of it themselves, have certainly not taken due care 
to impress on their readers. 

Language is employed for various purposes. It is the province 
Purposes for ^^ ^^® historian, for instance, to convey if^ommtion by 
which language mcaus of language, — of the poet, to afford a certain 
is employed, j^j^^^ ^^ gro^ficotion, — of the orator to persuade, Ac, 
&c. ; while it belongs to the argumentative writer or speaker, as 
such, to convince the understanding. And as Grammar is conver- 
sant about laoguage universally, for whatever purpose it is employed, 
so, it is only so far as it is employed for this last purpose, viz, that 
of reasoning, that it falls under the cognizance of Logic. 

And whereas, in reasoning, terms are liable to be indistinct, (i. 

Terms, ^* without any clear, determinate meaning,) proposi" 

Propositions, tions to be fdlsc, and arguments inconclusive. Logic 

SjrUogisms. undertakes directly and completely to guard against 

this last defect, and, incidentally, and in a certain degree, against 

the others, as far as caii be done by the proper use of langu^tge. It 

is, therefore, (when regarded as an art) "the Art of employing 

language properly for the purpose of Reasoning; and of distin- 

^ishing what is properly and truly an Argument ; from spurious 

imitations of it." The importance of such a study no one can 

rightly estimate who has not long and attentively considered how 

much our thoughts are influenced by expressions, and how much 

error, perplexity, and labor are occasioned by a faulty use of 

language ; and many who are not unaware of thai, have yet failed 

1 See Introdoetion, $ 6. 
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to observe that ** signs'* (such as Language supplies) are an indis- 
pensable instrument of all Reasoning, strictly so called. 

In reference, however, to the above-mentioned defects, two impor- 
tant distinctions are to be observed. 1st, It is to be 
remembered that that which is, reaUy, a Term, may be SSSJrTn^ 
indistinctly apprehended by the person employing it, or which the 
by his hearer ; and so also, a Proposition which ia/alse, Me*to be*' ** 
is not the less a reed Proposition : but, on the other SJJ^^ 
hand, any expression or statement which does not really 
prove any thmg, is not, really, an Argument at all, though it may 
be brought forward and passed off as such. 

2dly, It is to be remembered that (as it is evident from what has 
been formerly said) no rules can be ae vised that will equally guard 
against all three of the above-mentioned defects. 

To arrive at a distinct apprehension of every thing that may be 
expressed by any Term whatever, and again, to ascertain the truth 
or falsity of every conceivable Proposition, is manifestly beyond the 
reach of any system of rules. But on the other hand, it is possible 
to exhibit any pretended Argument whatever in such a form as to 
be able to pronounce decisively on its validity or its fallaciousness. 

So that the last of the three defects alluded to (though not, the 
two former) may be directly and completely obviatea by the applica- 
tion of suitable rules. But the other two defects can be guarded 
against (as will presently be shown) only indirectly, and to a certain 
degree. 

In other words, rules may be framed that will enable us to decide, 
what is, or is not, really, a " Term," — really, a " Proposition" — 
or, really, an " Argument : " and to do this, is to guard completely 
against the defect of inconclusivenss ; since nothing that is inconclu- 
sive, is, really, an ** Argument;" though that may be really a 
** Term" of which you do not distinctly apprehend the meaning ; 
and that which is really a *' Proposition," may be nfalse Proposition. 

A Syllogism being, as aforesaid, resolvable into three Propositions, 
and each Proposition containinff two Terms ; of these ji^naiyda of 
terms, that which is spoken oi is called the subject; Syiiogismand 
that which is said of it, the predicate; and these two **"p®^'*»"- 
are called the terms For extremes] because, logically, the Subject is 
placed y?r5^ and the Predicate last;^ and, in the middle, the CJopula, 
which indicates the act of Judgment, as by it the Predicate is 
affirmed or denied of the Subject. The Copula must be either is 
or IS KOT ; which expressions indicate simply that you affirm or 
deny the Predicate, of the Subject. The substantive -verb is the 
only verb recognized by Logic; inasmuch as all others are compound; 
being resolvable, by means of the verb, "to be," and a participle 
or adjective : «. g. ** the Romans conquered : " the word conquered 

1 In Graek and in Latin, rerr of^en. and, aetnally, pat flnt, «• ** gtvat ii Uana of th« 
BOt onfirequently, ia Bnglish, the predicate U. Ephenaot." 

e 
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is both copula and predicate, being equivalent to ** were (Cop.) 
victorious" (Pred.) 

It is proper to observe, that the Copula, as such, has no relation 
to time ; but expresses merely the agreement or disagreement of 
two given terms : hence, if any other tense of the substantive-verb 
besides the present, is used, it is either understood as the same in 
sense, (the difference of tense being regarded as a matter of gram- 
DMitical propriety only ;) or else, if the circumstance of time redly do 
modify the sense of the whole proposition, so as to make the use of 
that tense an essential, then, this circumstance is to be regarded as 
a part of one of the terms : "at that tim>e," or some such expression, 
being understood: as *.'this man toas honest;" *. e, **he is one 
formerlv honest." In such cases, an emphasis, accompanied with 
a peculiar tone, is usually laid on the substantive-verb.* 

Sometimes the substantive-verb is both Copula and Predicate ; 
t. e, where existence only is predicated : e. g. Deus est, "there is a 
God." ** One of Jacob's sons is not." And observe, that the 
Copula, merely as such, does not imply real existence : e, g. ** a 
fjEiultless man is a Being feigned by the Stoics, and which one must 
not expect to meet with."- 

§3. 

It is evident that a Term may consist either of one Word or of 
several ; and that it is not every word that is categore- 
gorema . ^^^^ ^ ^ capable of being employed by itself as a 
Term. Adverbs, Prepositions, &c., and also Nouns in any other 
case besides the nominative, are syncategorematicj i, e. 
mfttc.^*****"*' can only form part of a. term. A nominative Noun 
may be by itself a term. A Verb (all except the sub- 
stantive-verb used as the copula) is a mixed word, being resolvable 
^^ into the Copula and Predicate, to which it is equivalent ; 
and, indeed, is often so resolved in the mere render- 
ing out of one language into another; as "ipse adest/* "he is 
present." 

It _is to be observed, however, that under '* verb," we do not 
infinitiT include the Infinitive, which is properly a Noun-sub- 
stantative, nor the Participle, which is a Noun -adjective. 
They are verbals ; being related to their respective verbs in respect 
of the things they signify; but not verbs, inasmuch as they differ 
entirely in their mode of signification. It is worth observing, that 
an Infinitive (though it often comes last in the sentence) is never 
the predicate, except when another Infinitive is the Subject : e, g, 

1 strange to my, there are persons who thus hare attained greater strength ! What can be 

anderstand our Lord's declaration to Pilate : the moral ffentiments of those who can beliere 

" my kingdom is not of this world ; " v\%. such to hare been the secret sense of the words 

^^nowf" meaning [secretly] that it was to be- of a dirine messenger who Is to be our model 

come so BXRiSARXR, when his followers should of truth md of aU rhrtue ! 
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sal^. prad 

** I hope to succeed : *' u e, ** to succeed is what I hope." " Not 
to advance is to fall back." 

It is to be observed, also, that in English there are two infinitives, 
one in ** in^/* the same in sound and speUing as the Participle- 
present ; from which, however, it should be carefully distinguished : 
€. g, '* rising early is healthful," and " it is healthful to rise early,"' 
are equivalent. 

Grammarians have produced much needless perplexity by speak- 
ing of the parHcijple in ** ing,*' being employed so and so ; when it 
is manifest that that very employment of the word constitutes it, to 
all intents and purposes, an infinitive and not a participle. 

The advantage of the infinitive in ing, is, tiiat it may be used 
either in the nominative or in any oblique case ; not ^as some 
suppose) that it necessarily implies a habit ; e. g,** Seeing is believ- 
ing ; " " there is glory in dying for one's country ; " ** a haiU of 
observing," <fec. 

If I say " he is riding," and again " riding is pleasant," in the 
former sentence " riding " is an Adjective, and is the Predicate ; in 
the latter it is a Substantive and is the Subject : the sentence being 
equivalent to ** it is pleasant to ride." 

In this, and in many other cases, the English word IT serves as 
a representative of the Subject when that is put last : e. ^. 

prod. fubj. 

'< It is to be hoped that we shall succeed." 

An adjective (including participles) cannot, by itself, be made the 
Subject of a proposition ; but is often employed as a Predicate ; as 
** Crassus was rich ; " though some choose to consider some sub- 
stantive as understood in every such case, {e. g. rich man) and 
consequently do not reckon adjectives among Simple-terms ; [t. e. 
words which are capable, singly, of being employed as terms.] 
This, however, is a question of no practical consequence ; but I 
have thought it best to adhere to Aristotle's mode of statement. 
(See his C^teg.) 

Of Simple-terms, then, (which are what the first part of Logic 
treats of) there are many divisions ; of which, however, ^ 

one will be sufficient for the present purpose ; viz, into "' 
lingular and common : because, though any term whatever may be 
a subject, none but a common term can be affirmatively predicated 
of several others. A Singular-term stands for one 
individual, as " Caesar," " the Thames ; " these, it is coSiS^Sm* 
plain, cannot be said [predicated] affirm^vely, of any 
thing but those indivicluals respectively. A Common -term is one 
that mfty stand for any of an indefinite number of individuals, 
which are called its sign^icates : i. e. can be applied to any of them^ 
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fts comprehending them in its single siffnification ; as <<man/' 
** river," •* great." 

The learner who has gone through the Analytical Outline, will 
now be enabled to proceed to the Second and Third Chapters, 
either with or without the study of the remainder of what is 
usually placed in the First Chapter, but which I have subjoined 
as a Supplement. See Chap. Y. 



Chap. II. — 0/ Propositions, 

§ 1. 

Thb second part of Logic treats of the Proposition; which is, 
** Jttdffment expressed in toords.*' 

A Proposition is defined logically " a Sentence indicative," [or 
"asserting"] i. e, which "affirms or denies.**^ It is 
SopmiSil' *^^^ *^** distmguishes a Proposition from a Question, a 
Command, &c. 

Logical writers are accustomed to add, in explanation of this 
definition, that a "Proposition" must not be amUguow ; inasmuch 
as that which has more than one meaning, is in reality not one, but 
several propositions. And they also add that it must not be imper- 
fect or ungrammatical ; which is only saying that any combination 
of words that does not really form a "Sentence" cannot be a 
"Proposition ;" though one may perhaps conjecture from it what it 
was that the speaker meant to assert. 

Propositions considered merely as Sentences, are distinguished 
Cat^coriMiwui ^^ " Categorical" and " Hypothetical." 
hypothetical The Categorical asserts simply that the Predicate does, 
propositkms. ^^ ^^^ ^^^^ j^ ^ ^^^ Subject : as " The world had 

an intel%ent maker:" "Man is not canable of raising himself, 
unassisted, from the savage to the civilizea state." The Hypothet- 
ical [called by some writers, " Compound"] makes its assertion 
under a Condition, or with an Alternative ; as " If the world is 
not the work of chance, it must have had an intelligent maker :" 
" Either mankind are capable of rising into civilization unassisted, 
or the first beginning of civilization must have come from above." 
The former of these two last examples is of that kind called 
"Conditional-propositions;"* the "condition" being denoted by 
** if," or some such word. The latter example is of the kind called 
" Disjunctive ; " the alternative being denoted by " either " and 
**or." 

1 " Santniea " beln;, in loglesl laniriiage, 3 Or " hvpothetleal," aMording to thorn 

th« Qtmus, and " indicatiTo" the « Differen- writers who um the word **compound," where 

tfa," [or distingaishing quality ] Bn Ch. V, we hare used ''hypothetical/* « 
ft 6. 
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The division of Propositions into Categorical and Hypothetica!, 
is, as has been said, a division of them considered merely as Sen- 
tences ; for a like distinction might be extended to other kinds of 
Sentences also. Thus, ** Are men capable of raising themselves to 
civilization ? " ** Go and study books of travels," are what might 
be called categorical sentences , though not propositions. ** If man is 
incapable of civilizing himself, whence came the first beginning 
of civilization?" mi^ht be considered as a conditional question: 
and "Either admit the conclusion, or refute the argument/' as a 
disjunctive command* 

Categorical propositions are subdivided into HhApure, which asserts 
simply [purely] that the subject does or does not agree with the 
predicate, and the modaly which expresses in what tnode [or manner] 
It agrees; e. g, "An intemperate man will be sickly;" "Brutus 
killed Caesar ;" are pure. " An intemperate man will probably be 
sickly ;" " Brutus killed Cadss^r justly ;" are modal. At present we 
speak only of pure categorical propositions. 

The above division of Propositions (into Categorical and Hypo- 
thetical) is called in the phraseology of Logical writers, 
a "division of them according to their subSumce;" ». e. f^^Stoa!' * 
considered simply as sentences. 

The " characteristic'^o/tty" [Differentia] of a Proposition being 
its ** asserting," — i. e. "affirmmg or denying" some- 
thing, hence Propositions are divided, according to their ^* ^* 
** Quality,'* into "affirmative" and "negative." The division of 
them again, into "true" and "false," is also called a division 
according to their quality;" namely, "the quality of the Matter :*' 
(as it has relation to the subject-matter one is treating of) while the 
other kind of quality (a proposition's being affirmative or negative) 
is "the quality of the expression.** 

The " quality of the matter" is considered (in relation to our 
present inquiries) as accidental, and the " quality of the expression" 
as essential. For though the truth or falsity of a proposition — for 
instance, in Natural history, is the most essential point in reference 
to Natural history, and of a mathematical proposition, in reference 
to Mathematics, and so in other cases, — this is merely accidental in 
reference to an inquiry (such as the present) only as to formes of 
expression. In reference to that, the essential difference is that 
between affirmation and negation. 

And here it should be remarked by the way, that as, on the one 
hand, every Proposition must be either true or fedse, so, on the other 
hand, nothing else can be, strictly speaking, either true or false. In 
>quial language, however, "true" and "fisilse" are often m 



colloquial language, however, "true" and "fisilse" are often more 
loosely applied ; as when men speak of the "true cause" of any 
thing ; meaning, " the real cause ;" — the " true heir," that is, the 
rigJufid heir ; — a " false prophet," — that is, a pretended prophet, 
or one who utters falsehoods ; — a "true" or "false" argument; 
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neaning a valid, [real] or an apparent argument ; — a man *' true" 
r ** false" to his friend ; *. e,faiihftU or unfaithful, &c. 

A Proposition, it is to be observed, is Affirmative or Negative, 
according ^ its Copula ; i. e. according as the Predicate is affirmed 
»jr denied of the Subject. Thus, ** Not to advance, is to £all back," 
is affirmative : ** No miser is truly rich" [or ** a miser is not truly 
rich"] is a negative. " A few of the sailors were saved," is an 
affirmative ; ** Jf^ew of the sailors were saved," is properly a negative; 
for it would be understood that you were speaking of ** most of the 
sailors," and denying that they were saved. 

Another division* of propositions is according to their 
^* quantity [or extent.] If the Predicate is said of the 
whole of the Subject, the proposition is Universal: if of part of it 
only, the proposition is Particular (or partial:) e, ff. "Britain is 
an island;" "all tyrants are miserable;" "no miser is rich;" are 
Universal propositions, and their subjects are therefore said to be 
distributed; being understood to stand, each, for the whole of its 
Significates: but, ** «ome islands are fertile;" "all tyrants are not 
assassinated;" are P articular ^ and their subjects, consequently, not 
distributed, being taken to stand for depart only of their Significates. 
As every -proposition must be either Affirmative or Negative, and 
must also be either universal or particular, we reckon, in all, four 
kinds of pure categorical propositions, (». e, considered as to their 

?uantity and quality both;) viz. Universal Affirmative, whose sjrmbol 
used for brevity) is A; Universal Negative, E; Particular Affirm- 
ative I; Particular Negative, O. 

§2- 

When the subject of a proposition is a Common-term, the uni- 
versal signs ("all, no, every") are used to indicate that it is 
distributed, (the proposition being consequently then universal;) the 
particular signs (" some, &c.") the contrary. Should there be wo 
sign at all to the common term, the quantity of the proposition 
(which is called an Indefinite proposition) is ascertained by the 
matter; i, e, the nature of the connection between the extremes: 
which is either Necessary, Impossible, or Contingent. In necessary 
and in impossible Matter, an Indefinite is understood as a indefinite 
universal: e, g. " birds have wings;" t. e. all: "birds are 
not quadrupeds;" t. e. rume: in contingent matter, (t. e, where the 
terms partly [sometimes] agree, and partly not) an indefinite is 
understood as a Particular; e, g, " food is necessary to life;" i. e, 
some food; " birds sing;" t. e, some do; "birds are not carnivorous ;" 
i,e,some are not, or, all are not. 

It is very perplexing to the learner, and needlessly so, to reckon 
indefinites as one class of propositions in respect of quantity.' They 

1 Sw Chap. y. % 8. 

2 Such a mode of classlfleation resembles that of some grammarians who, among the 
Qenden, enumerate the <f9ttft(^tti^«iidfr. • . 
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must he either universal or particular, though it is not declared 
which. The person, indeed, who utters the indefinite proposition, 
may he mistaken as to this point, and may mean to speak univer- 
sally in a case where the proposition is not universally true. And 
the hearer may he in douht which y^e^ meant, or ought to be meant; 
but the speaker must mean either the one or the other. 

Of course the determination of a question relating to the "mat- 
ter," *. e, when we are authorized to use the universal, and when, 
the particular sign, — when, an affirmative, and when a negative, — 
is what cannot be determined by Logic, 

As for singidar propositions, (viz. those whose subject singular 
is either & proper name, or a common term with a singular 
sign )b they are reckoned as Universals, (see Book IV, Ch. IV, § 2.) 
because in them we speak of the whole of the subject ; e. g, when 
we say, ** Brutus was a Roman," we mean the whole of Brutus. 
This is the general rule ; but some. Singular-propositions may fairly 
be reckoned parHctUar; t. e. when some qualifying word is inserted, 
which indicates that you are not speaking of the whole of the 
subject; e, g, "Caesar was not wholly a tyrant;" "this man is 
occasionally intemperate ; " " non omnis moriar. * ' 

It is not meant that these mag not be, and that, the most natu- 
rally, accounted Universals; but it is only by viewing them in the 
other light, that we can regularly state the Contradictory to a 
Singular-proposition. Strictly speaking, when we regard such pro- 
positions as admitting of a variation in Quantity, they are not 
properly considered as Singular; the subject being, e. g. not Ocesar, 
out the parts of his character. 

It is evident that the svhject is distributed in every nistributioii 
universal proposition, and never in a particular: (that <>'«•">»•• 
being the very difiference between universal and particular propo- 
sitions:) but the distribution or non-distribution of the predicate^ 
depends (not on the qu^intity, but) on the quality y of the proposition; 
for, if any part of the predicate agrees with the Subject, it must be 
affirmed and not denied of the Subject; therefore, for an Affirmative- 
proposition to be true, it is sufficient that some part of the predicate 
agrees with the Subject ; and (for the same reason) for a Negative 
to be true, it is necessary that the whole of the predicate should 
disagree with the Subject: e.g. it is true that "learning is useful," 
though the whole of the term " useful " does not agree with the 
term "learning" (for many things are useful besides learning); but 
"no vice is useful," would be false if any part of the term " useful " 
agreed with the term " vice ; " t. e. if you could find any one useful 
thing which was a vice. 

And this holds good equally whether the negative proposition be 
"universal" or "particular." For to say that "Some X is not 
Y" (or — which is the same in sense — that " All X is not Y") is to 
imply that there is no part of, the term " Y" [no part of the Clas^ 
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which "Y" stands /or] that is applicable to the whole vntkoui 
exception, of the term **X;" — in short, that there is some part of 
the term " X " to which " Y" is wholly inapplicable. 

Thus, if I say, <<some of the men found on that island are not 
sailors of the ship that was wrecked there," or in other words, 
** the men found on that island are not, all of them, sailors of the 
ship, " (fee, I imply that the term <' sailors, &c." is whoUy inap- 
plicable to seme of the "men on the island;" though it might 
perhaps be applicable to others of them. 

Again, if I say " some coin is made of silver," and " some coin 
is not made of silver," (or in other words, that **all coin is not 
made of silver ") in the former of these propositions I imply, that in 
some portion (at least) of the Class of " thmgs made of silver," is 
found [or comprehendled] " some coin : " in 3ie latter proposition I 
imply that there is " some coin" which is contained in no portion of 
the Class of " things made of silver ; " (or in other words) which it 
excluded from the whole of that Class. So that the term " made of 
silver" is distributed in this latter proposition, and not, in the former. 

The two practical rules then to be observed respecting distribu- 
tion, are, * 

1st, All universal propositions (and no particular) distribute the 
subject, 

2d, All negatwe (and no affirmative) the predicate.' 

It may happen indeed, that the whole of the predicate in an 
affirmative may agree with the subject ; e. g, it is equally true, that 
" all men are rational animals ; " and '' all rational animals are 
men ; " but this is merely accidental, and is not at all implied in the 
form of expression^ which alone is regarded in Logic,^ 

Of OpposiHon, 

§3- 
Two propositions are said to be opposed to each other, when 
having the same Subject and Predicate, they differ, in quantity 

1 Hence, it ia matter of eommon remosk, be ban oeTcr proposed an unwise measure, 

tbat it is difficult to proTe a Negatiye. At In fact, the one would be to prore that 

first sight this appears Tery obvious, firom " fibmc of his measures are wise; " the other, 

the circumstance that a NegatlTe has one that ">!// his measures are wise/' Andnum- 

more Term distributed than the correspond- berless such examples are to be found, 

ing AArmatiTe. But then, again, a difflcultv But it will very often happen that there 

may be felt in accounting for this, inasmuch shall be negatiTe propositions much more 

as any NegatiTe may be expressed (as we sh^ easily established than certain Affirmative 

see presently) as an AfllrmatiTe, and vice ones on the same sul^t. E. G. That " The 

versa. The proposition, e. g. that " such a cause of animal-heat is nol respiration." is 

one is not In the Town, might be expressed said to have been established by experiments ; 

by the use of an equivalent term, *^ he is but what the cause is remains doubtfiiL See 

absent from the Town." Note to Chap. Ill, $ 6. 

The foct is, however, that in every case 2 When, however, a Singular Term is the 

where the observation as to the difficulty of Predicate, it must, of course, be co-extensire 

proving a Negative holds good, it will be with the Snliiject; as ** Romulus was the 

found tMt the propofiition in question is founder of Rome." In this and also in soma 

eontrasted with one which has really a term other cases (seeB. I, ^ 5,) we judge, not from 

the less, distributed ; or a term of less exten- the form of the eag»f«««tof», but frmn the 

■ive sense. E. G. It is easier to prove that a sigrufieation oi the terms, that they am 

man has proposed wise measures, than that "equivalent' 
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or quality, or both J It is evident, that with any given subject and 
predicate, you may state four distinct propositions, viz. A, E, I, 
and O ; any two of which are said to be opposed;^ hence there are 
four different kinds of opposition, viz. 1st, the two universals (A 
and E) are called contraries to each other ; 2d, the two 
particulars, (I and 0) subcontraries ; 3d, A and I, or sSbcSIftSries. 
E and O, subalterns; 4th, A and 0, or E and I,S"^*'«™f-^ 
cofntradtctones. 

As it is evident, that t^e truth or falsity of any proposition (its 
quantity and quality being known) must depend on the maUer of 
it, we must bear in mind, that, ** in necessary matter, all affirmatives 
are true, and negatives false ; in impossible matter, vice versa ; in 
contingent m^jtter, all universals, false, and particulars true ; " e. g. 
"all islands (or some islands) are surrounded by water," must be 
true, because the matter is necessary : to say, "no islands, or some 
— not, &G." would have been false; again "some islands are 
fertile;" "some are not fertile," are both true, because it is 
Contingent Matter: put "all" or "no" instead of "some,*' and 
the propositions will be false. 

Hence it will be evident, that Contraries will be both false in 
Contingent matter, but never both true : Subcontraries, both true in 
Contingent matter, but never both false : Contradictories, always 
one true and the other false, &c., with other observations, which 
will be immediately made on viewing the scheme ; in which the 
four propositions are denoted by their symbols, the different kinds 
of matter by the initials, n, i, c, and the truth or falsity of each 
proposition in each matter, by the letter v. for (verum) true, f. for 
(falswn) false. 

You may substitute for the unmeaning Symbols X, Y, (which 
stand for the Terms of the above Propositions) whatever significant 
Terms you will ; and on their meaning, of course, will depend the 
truth or felsity of each proposition. 

For instance. Naturalists have observed that "animals having 
horns on the head are universally ruminant ; " that of " carnivorous 
animals" none are ruminant; and that, of "animals with hoofs," 
some are ruminant, and some, not. Let us take then instead of 
"X," "animals with horns on the head," and for "Y," "rumi- 
nant : " here, the real connection of the Terms in respect of their 
meaning — which Connection is called the ** matter" of a propo* 
sition — is such that the Predicate may be affirmed universally of 
the Subject ; and of course the affirmatives (whether Universal or 
Particular) will be true, and the "negatives" false. In this case 
the "matter" is technically called "necessary ; " inasmuch as we 
cannot avoid believing the Predicate to be applicable to the Subject. 

Again, let " X " represent " carnivorous-animal," and " Y " 

1 For opposition of Terms, s«e Chap. V. 

2 In ordinary language howevor, and in some logical tTeatimn, prppositioni w^kh do ogt 
^Vfn In Qmality (rii. Subalierns) are not reckoned a* *• opposed." ' 

7 
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*' ruminaiit : " this is a case of what is called " impossible matter ; " 
(t. e. where we cannot pwsihly conceive the Predicate to be applicable 
to the Subject) being just the reverse of the foregoing ; and, of 
course^ both the Affimatiyes will here be fisilse, and both Negatires 
true. 

And lastly, as an instance of what is called " contingent-matter/' 
— i, e, where the Predicate can neither be affirmed universally, nor 
denied universally of the Subject, take " hoofed-animal " for "X " 
and ** ruminant " for " Y ; *' and of course the Universals will both 
be Mse, and the Particidars, true : that is, it is equally true that 
" some hoofed-animals are ruminant,'' and that " some are not." 



[Every X is Y] 



[No X is Y] 



n. T. 
i. f. 

c. f. 



In. r. 

f. 

v. 




-.subcontrariea 



[Some X is Y] 



[Some X is not Y] 



By a careful study of the above Scheme, bearing in mind and 
applying the rule concerning matter, the learner will easily elicit 
all the maxims relating to *' Opposition ; " as that, in the Subalterns, 
the truth of the Particular (which is called the evhaUemate) follows 
from the truth of the Universal {suhaliemana,) and the falsity of 
the Universal from the falsity of the Particular : that Subalterns 
differ in quantity alone ; Contraries, and also Subcontraries, in 
quality alone ; Contradictories, in both : and hence, that if any 
proposition is known to be true, we infer that its Contradictory is 
nlse ; if false, its Contradictory true, <fec. 
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" Con tradictoiy -opposition " is the kind most frequently alluded 
to, because (as is evident from what has been just said) 
to deny, — or to disbelieve, — a proposition, is to assert, Jj^ef SScmSu 
or to believe, its Contradictory ; and of course, to cussetU 
to, or mainiain a proposition, is to reject its Contradictory. Belief 
therefore, and Disbelief, are not tuH) different states of the mind, but 
the same, only considered in reference to two Contradictory propo- 
sitions. And consequently, CreduLUy and IncredvJLity are not 
opposite habits, but the same ; in reference to some class of 
propositions, and to their contradictories. 

For instance, he who is the most incredulous respecting a certain 
person's (jf^ilt, is, in other words, the most ready to believe him not 
guilty ; he who is the most credulous * as to certain works being 
within the reach of Magic, is the most incredulous [or "slow of 
heart to believe "] that they are not within the reach of Magic ; 
and so, in all cases. 

The reverse of bdieving this or that individual proposition, is, no 
doubt, to disbelieve that same proposition : but the reverse of belief 
generally, is (not disbelief; since that implies belief; but) doubt. ^ 

Of course the learner must remember, as above observed, that 
the determination of the " matter " is out of the province of Logic. 
The rules of Opposition merely pronounce on the truth or fsilsity of 
each proposition, given, the " matter/'^ 

0/ Conversion 

§4- 

A proposition is said to be converted when its Terms are trans- 
posed; «. e, when the Subject is made the Predicate, and the 

1 A« the Jews, ia th« tfnu of Jmaa, in thongbts from it Altogether. S. &, In fOme 
leoect Of his workB. legal trial which does not concern or interest 

2 And there may eren be eases in which us, we neither pronounce that the plaintiff 
dauht itself may amount to the moat eztraTa> has a just title to the property he claims , nor 
fant credulity. For instonce, if any one again that he has not a just title, nor yet, 
rikonld ** doubt whether there ii any such that there is no sufficient evidenes to show 
Countey as Bgypt," he would be In fact whether his title ia just or not; but we 
bttieving this most Incredible proposition ; disregard the whole question. 

that *' it is possible for many thousands of Hence we may peroeire that " privatS' 

Krsons, unconnected with each othvr, to judgment," the right, tkud th« duty ot yrhich 

in agreed, for successive Ages, in bearing have long been warmly debated, is a tMng 

witness to the existence of a fictitious Coun- unavoidable^ in any matter oonceming which 

try, without being detected, contradicted, or one takes an interest. 7or if a man resolres 

sospeeted." that he will implicitly receiTe, e. g^ in Beli- 

All this, though self-CTident, is, in practice, gious points, all tlu) decisions of a certain 

frequently lost sight of : the more, on account Pastor, Church, or Party, he has, in so doing, 

of our employing, in reference to the Christian performed one act of priyate judgment, which 

Religion, the words '* Believer and l/nbe- includes all the rest : juet as if a man, di*- 

fieTer : " whence, unthinking pernons are led trusting his own skill in the mans^ment of 

to take for granted that the rejection of property, should make over his whole estate 

Christianity implies a less easy belief than to trustees : in doing which he has exercised 

It* reception. an act of ownership : for which act, generally. 

The only wav to be safe ttom credulity on a and for the choice of such and such particular 

firen snlgect, is, either to examine carefully trustees, he is responsible. (See Essay II. 

and dispassionately, and decide according to On the Kingdom of Christ, $ 26.) 
the evidence, or elfe to withdraw your 
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Predieato the Subject. When nothing more is done, this is called 
simple conyersion. 

No conyersion is employed for any logical purpose, unless it be 
lUatiTe illaHve ; ^ t. e, when the truth of the converse is implied 

eonrenion. ^ ^q truth of the Exposita, (or proposition given ; ) e. g. 

** No virtuous man is a rebel, therefore 

No rebel is a virtuous man." 
*' No Christian is an astronomer, therefore 

No astronomer is a Christian." ' 
** Some boasters are cowards, therefore 

Some cowards are boasters." 

The " conversion " of such a proposition as this, " No one [is 
happy who] is anxious for change," would be affected by altering 
the arrangement of the words in brackets, into " who is happy," 

Strictly speaking, that is not a real " conversion," — but only an 
•' apparent conversion " — which is not " illative." For, (as has 
been above said) there is not a mere transposition of the terms, but 
a new term introduced, when a term which was undistributed in 
the " exposita," is distributed [taken universally] in the Converse. 
But as it is usual, in common discourse, to speak of " an unsound 
argument," — meaning " an apparent argument, which is in reality 
not an argument," so, in this case also, it is common to say, for 
instance, that ** Euclid proves first that all equilateral triangles are 
equiangular, and afterwards he proves the Converse, that all equi- 
angular triangles are equilateral : " or again, to say, ** It is true 
that all money is wealth ; but I deny the Converse, (in reality, the 
opparent-coBYeTBe) that all wealth is money." 

Conversion then, strictly so called, — that is, " illative-conver- 
sion," — can only take place when no term is distributed in the 
Converse, which was undistributed in the ** Exposita." 

Hence, since E [Universal-negative] distributes both terms, and 
I, [Particular-affirmative] neither, these may both be simply-con- 
verted illatively ; as in the examples above. But as A does not 
distribute the Predicate, its simple-conversion would not be illative ; 
(e, ff, from ''all birds are animals," you cannot infer that "all 
animals are birds,") as there would be a term distributed in the 
Converse, which was not before. We must therefore limit its 
quantity from universal to particular, and the Conversion will be 
illative; (e. g, ''some ammals are birds;") this might be fistirly 
named conversion by limitation ; but is commonly called 
^trMcideu? ** Conversion per accidens^ E may thus be converted 
also. But in O, whether the quantity be changed or 

I Thtt QMMter must not suppose ftom the 2 When Oalileo's persecutors endeftTored to 

M» of the yifffi. ^^ UUtiTe.** that this couTer- bring about the former of these, they forgot 

j|on Is a pro^CMS fi rffuoning ; it is in fact, that it implied the latter. And the same may 

raily stating t]^ sam$' ^ti(lgbim\ in a'hother bjs said of some opponents of Geologj at th« 

farm. pfMmat dkf. 
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not, there will still be a term (the predicate of the conreree) dis- 
tributed, which was not before ; you can therefore only convert it 
iUatively, by changing the quality ; t. e, considering the negative 
as attached to the predicate instead of to the coptda, and thus 
regarding it as I. One of the terms will then not be c<>„t„po,£ti^,n 
the same as before ; but the proposition will be equi- ° **"' 

pollent (t. e, convey the same meaning) ; e, g, ** some who possess 
wealth are not happy ; " you may consider '* not-happy " as the 
predicate, instead of "happy;** the proposition will then be I, 
and of course may be simply converted ; ** some who are not 
happy possess wealth ; ** or, (as such a proposition is often ex- 
pressed) ** one may possess wealth mthaut bemg happy." * This 
may be named conversion by negation ; or as it is commonly called, 
by contraposition.^ 

A may also be fairly converted in this way, e. g. 

" Every poet is a man of genius ; there/ore 
He who is not a man of genius is not a poet : " 
(or, • ' None but a man of genius can be a poet : " 
or, "A man of genius alone can be a poet : " 
or, " One cannot be a poet without bemg a man of genius.") 

For (since it is the same thing to ajffimi some attribute of the sub- 

f'ect, or to deny the absence of that attribute) the original proposition 
Ezposita] is precisely equipollent to this, 

■utj. pred. 

" No poet is not-a-man-of-genius ; " 
which, being E, may of course be simply converted. Thus, in one 

1 It k worth xemarking by the war, that in in jhort that it la m much oat of our power 

Amhiruiiti '^^^ ezamplefl m the abore. to conceive a rirtnoas man who should be a 

ofStTI^ J*»® '^"'■' ^* "»*7»" " «»»> *^^'; " *o «»««▼• " • Square with imequai 

»i «t«v " cannot," &c., haTe no re- tides ; *' that i«, a square which is not a sqaan. 

u „2J " tc *»"«»• (•» they eomethnee The ezpresaion therefore is merely a way of 

»"■• > »*• hare) to power, as exercised stotfaig the UniTeraal-proposition [E] •* No 

by an acvntj but merely to the duttibution Tirtuous man betrays his Country." 

or non^istrOnOion of Terms! or to tlte conm So agahi, to say, " a weaiy traveler in the 

fidence or doubtfulness we feel raspeeting some deserts of Arabia must eagerly drink when he 

•apposition. oomee to a Spring." does not meau that he is 

To say, for instance, that " a man who has compelled to drink, but tliat Jcannoc avoid 

the plagae may reeoTer," does not mean that beUeving that he will ; — that there is no doubt 

** it is in his power to recover if he chooses ; " in my mind, 

but it is onfy a form of stating a particular' In these and many other such instances, 

Coposition: [I] namely, that ** Some who the words " may," **must," "can," " impoM- 

bTC the plague recoTer." And again to say. sible," &c. have reference, not to power or 

** there may be a bed of eoal in this district," absence of power in an agents but only to 

means merely " The existence of a bed of coal universality or absence of universality in the 

in this district — is— a thing which I cannot expression; or, to doubt or absence of doubt 

confidently deny or afflrm.'* in our own mind, respecting what is asserted. 

So also to say '* a Tirtooos man cannot See Appendix, No. I, Art May. 

betray his Country " [or '* it is impossible that 2 No mention is made by Aldrich of this 

a virtaous man should betray,"] &c., does kind of conversion ; but it has been thought 

not mean that he lacks the power (for there advisable to insert it, as being in frequent 

is no virtue in not doing what is out of one's use, and also as being employed in this Ciea- 

power) but merely that " not betraying one's tise for the direct reduction of Bazoko and 

eountiry " forms an esseniialpart of the notion Bokardo. 
eonv^ed by the tortn ** virtooas." We mean 
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of these three ways, every proposition may b^ illatively converted : 

via. E, I, Simply ; A, O, by Negatum ; A, E, — Limitation, 

Note, that as it was remarked that, in some affirmatives, the 

whole of the Predicate does actually agree with the 

^conrertibie g^bject, SO, when this is the case, A being converted 

simply, the Converse will be true : but still, as its truth 

does not follow from that of the orginal proposition ["ezposita"] 

the Conversion is not iUoHve, Many propositions in mathematics 

are of this description : e. ff, 

" All equilateral triangles are equiangular ;" and 
** All equiangular triangles are equilateral." 

Though both these propositions are true, the one does not follow 
from the other; and mathematicians accordingly give a distinct 
proof of each. 

As the simple converse of A can then only be true when the sub- 
ject and predicate are exactly equivalent (or, as they are called, 
convertible terms ;) and as this must always be the case in a jtist 
d^nition, so the correctness of a definition may be tried by this 
test. E. O, "A good government is that which has the happiness 
of the governed for its object ;" if this be a right d^nition it will 
follow that, '* a government which has the happiness of the governed 
for its object is a good one." But to assert a proposition, and to 
add, or imply, that U is a just definition, is to make^ not one asser- 
tion, but two* =. 



Chap. III. — Of Arguments. 

§1- 

Thk third operation of the mind, viz. reasoningy [or '' discourse"] 
expressed in words, is argument; and an argument stated at full 
lengthy and in its regular form, is called a syllogism. The third part 
8 uosism ^^ Logic therefore treats of the syllogism.. Every argu- 
y ogisma. j^^^^x consists of two parts ; that which is proved ; and 
that by means of which it is proved. The former is called, before it is 
proved, the question ; whenprovedy the conclusion, [or inference ;^ that 
which is used to prove it, if stated last (as is often done in common 
discourse,) is called the reason, and is introduced by ** because,** or 
some other casiud conjunction ; e.g,** Caesar deserved death, because 
he was a tyrant, and all tyrants deserve death." If the Conclusion 

1 I mean, in the strict technleal eenfle ; for prore bo and so ;" ^ this conclusion is estah- 

in popular use the word Argument is often lished by the Argument ; t. e Premises. — Se* 

employed to denote the Utter of these two Appendix, Mo I, Art. Jrgumtnt, 
puts aloiae i §.g <* This is an Argument to 
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be stated l€Ut (which is the strict logical form, to which all Reason* 
ing may be reduced) then, that which is employed to prove it ia 
called the premises,^ and the Conclusion is then introduced by 8om« 
illative conjunction, as '^ therefore," e.g. 

"All tyrants deserve death : 
Caesar was a tyrant ; 
there/ore he deserved death."' 

Since, then, an argument is an expression in which **/rotn some* 
thing laid dovm and granted as true, (i. e. the Premises) 
something else (i. e. the Conclusion) beyond this must be Ajjj^t.**' 
admitted to be true, as foUomng necessarily \resuUing'\ 
from the other ;** and since Logic is wholly concerned m the use of 
language, it follows that a Syllogism (which is an argument stated 
in a regular logical form) must be "an argument so 
expressed, that the conclusiveness of it is manifest from s^^^** 
mere force of the expression, i. e. without considering 
the meaning of the terms : e. g. in this Syllogism, " Every Y is X, 
Z is Y, therefore Z is X :" the Conclusion is inevitable, whatever 
terms X, Y, and Z respectively are understood to stand for. And 
to this form all legitimate Arguments may ultimately be brought. 

One circumstance which has misled some persons into the notion 
that there may be Reasoning that is not, substantially, syllogistic, is 
this ; that in a Syllogism we see the Conclusion follow- Neoeasaiy anil 
ins: certainly for necessarily'\ from the Premises ; and prob»bto ooa- 
a^in. in any apparent syllSism which on elimination ''"^ 
is found to be (as we have seen in some of the examples) not a reed 
one [not "valid"] the Conclusion does not folhw at aU ; and the 
whole is a mere deception. And yet we often hear of Arguments 
which have soms weight, and yet are not quite decisive ; — of Con- 
clusions which are rendered joro^oWe, but not absolutely certain, <fcc. 
And hence some are apt to imagine that the conclusiveness of an 
Argument admits of degrees ; and that sometimes a conclusion may, 
prMbly and partially, — though not certainly and completely, — « 
follow from its Premises. 

1 Both tbe praniMB togethar we lometimM dcVa praetiee : for be ffBoerAllj. If not alway*, 
oalled the anteeedeiU. employs the term ** syllogism " in the rery 

2 It may be obeenred that the definition sense to which I hare confined it, viz. to denote 
here given of an mrgumetU, is in the oommon na argnnent stated in regular logical form; as 
treatises of Logic laid down as the definition e. g. in a part of his work (omitted in the late 
of a syllogism ; a word which I hare confined editions) in which he is objecting to a eertaJa 
to a more restricted sense. There cannot cTi- pretended syllogism in the work of another 
dently be any argument, whether regularly or writer, he says, " Talet certe argumentumf 
irregolarly expressed, to which the definition syilogtsmus tamen est lUsissimtis," &c. Now 
giTen by Aldrich, for instance, would not (waWlng the exception that might be taken 
apply ; so that he appears to employ ** syllo- at this use of ^^/obtmmiM," nothing being, 
gism*' as synonymous with " argument/* But strictly, true or false, bnt a proposition) it M 
besides that it iseloMer and more convenient, plain that he limits the word **syllogism*' to 
when we have these two words at hand, to the sense in which it is here defied, and 
omploy them in the two senses respectively is consequently ioooasistsnt with Us o«9 
which we want to express, the truth is, that in definition of it 

so doing I i»vo ootoallj oomfetHiod to Aid- 
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This mistake arises from men's forgetting that the Premises them- 
selves will very often be doubtful; and then, the Conclusion also 
•will be doubtful. 

As was shown formerly, one or both of the Premises of a perfectly 
valid Syllogism may be utterly false and absurd: and then, the 
CJonclusion, though inevitably following from them, may be either 
true or false, we cannot tell which. And if one or both of the 
Premises be merely probable, we can infer from them only a pro- 
bable CJonclusion; though the conclusivetiess, — that is, the connection 
between the Premises and the Conclusion — is perfectly certain. 

For instance, assuming that "every month has 30 days " (which 
is palpably false) then, from the minor-premiss that '* April is a 
month," it follows (which happens to be true) that ** AprU has 30 
days : " and from the minor premiss that ** February is a month," 
it follows that " February has 30 days ; " which is felse. In each 
case the conclusiveness of the Argument is the same ; but in every 
case, when we have ascertained the falsity of one of the Premises, 
we know nothing (as far as that argument is concerned) of the truth 
or falsity of the Conclusion. 

When however we are satisfied of the falsity of some Conclusion, 
we may, of course, be sure that (at least) one of the Premises is 
false ; since if they had both been tru^, the Conclusion would have 
been true. 

And this — which is called the ** indirect*' mode of proof — is 
:ofiten employed (even in Mathematics) for establishing what we 
maintain : that is, we prove the falsity of some Proposition (in 
X)ther words, the truth of its contradictory) by showing that if 
assumed as a Premiss, along with another Premiss known to be 
true, it leads to a Conclusion manifestly false. For though, from a 
false assumption, either falsehood or truth may follow^ from a true 
assumption, truth only can follow. = 

§2. 

The Rule or Maxim ^commonly called "dictum de omni et nullo ") 

by which Aristotle explains the validity of the above 

m^t'2S!"''' Argument (every Y is X, Z is Y, therefore Z is X,) 

is this: whatever is predicated of a term distributed, 

whether affirmatively or negatively, may be predicated in like manner 

of every thing contained under it. Thus, in the examples above, X 

is predicated of Y distributed, and Z is contained under Y («. e, is 

its Subject ;J therefore X is predicated of Z : so "all tyrants," <fec, 

!§ 1.) This rule may be tdtimately applied to all arguments ; 
and their validity ultimately rests on their conformity thereto) but 
it cannot be directly and immediately applied to ail even of pure 
•categorical syllogisms ; for the sake of brevity, therefore, some other 
Axioms are commonly applied in practice, to avoid the occasional 
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tediousness of reducing all syllogisms to that form in which 
Aristotle's dictum is applicable. ^ 

We will speak first of pure categorical syllogisms ; and the 
Canons of Axioms or Canons by which their validity is to be 
categorical- explained : viz. first, ifttoo terms agree vnth one and the 
syuogisms. ,a,ii^ third, they agree with each other : secondly, if one 
term agrees and another disagrees with one and the same third, these 
two disagree with each other. On the former of these Canons rests 
the validity of affirmative conclusions ; on the latter, of negative ; 
for no categorical syllogism can be faulty which does not violate 
these Canons ; none correct which does : hence on these two 
Canons are built the rules or cautions which are to be observed 
with respect to syllogisms, for the purpose of ascertaining whethei 
those Canons have be%n strictly observed or not. 

1st. Every syllogism has three, and only three terms : viz. the 
middle-term, and the two terms (or extremes, as they are commonly 
called) of the Conclusion [or Question.] Of these, 1st, the subject 
of the Conclusion, is called the minor-term; 2d, its predicate, the 
major-term; and 3d, the middle-term, (called by the older logicians 
'* Argumentum,") is that with which each of them is separately 
compared, in order to judge of their agreement or disagreement 
with each other. If therefore there were ttoo middle-terms, the 
extremes (or terms of concltision) not being both compared to the 
same, could not be conclusively compared to each other. 

2d. Every syllogism has three, and only three propositions ; viz. 1st, 
the major-premiss (in which the major term is compared with the 
middle :) 2d, the minor-premiss (in which the minor-term is 
compared with the middle ;) and 3d, the Conclusion, in which the 
Minor-term is compared with the Major.' 

3d. Note, that if the middle-term is amUgtums, there are in reality 
two middle-term^, in sense, though but one in sound. An ambiguous 
Middle-term is either an equivocal term used in different senses in 
the two premises : {e. g. 

** Light is contrary to darkness ; 
Feathers are light ; therefore 
Feathers are contrary to darkness : ") 
or a term not distrilmted : for as it is then used to stand for apart 

1 Instead of following the osaal arrang«- those belonging to the kypotketicaU ; and 

ment, in laying down first the Canons which lastly, to treat of the Sorites ; which is im- 

apply to all the figures of categorical syllo- properly placed by Aldrieh btfort the hypo- 

ginns, and then going back to the '* dictom theticals. By this plan the province of strict 

of Aristotle " which applies to only one of Logic is extended as far as it can be ; ever^ 

them, I have pursued what appears a simpler kind of argument which is of a syUogiMtc 

and more philosophical arrangement, and character* and accordingly, directly cognisable 

more likely to impress on the learner's mind by the rules of Logic, being enumerated in 

a Just view of the science : vis. Ist, to give natural order. 

the rule ( Aristotle's Dictum) which applies to 2 In some logical treatises the M^r premiss 

^e most clearly and regularly-constructed is called simply ^' iVopo4t<«o ; " andtheBlinor 

argument, the Syllc^m in the first Figure, *' Assumption- In ordinary discourse, the 

to which oil reasoning may be reduced : then, word '* Principle " is often used to denote tha 

tbeeanoDi applieable tbwXiuUegorieaUi then, lIv>r'Pz«mJsSi ud ^'BeaMn,'* tha Minor. 



82 ELEMENTS OF LOGIC. (BookIL 

only of its signiJicateB, it may happen that one of the Extremes may 
have been compared with one part of it, and the other with another 
part of it ; e. g, 

" White is a color. 
Black is a color ; therefore 
Black is white." ^Again, 

" Some animals are beasts, 

Some animals are birds ; therefore 

Some birds are beasts." 

The middle-term therefore must he dietributed <mce, at least, in the 
premises ; (t. e. by being the Subject of an Universal, or Predicate 
of a Negative, Chap. II, § 2,) and once is sufficient; since if one 
extreme has been compared to SLpartof the middle-term, and another 
to the whole of it, they must have been both compared to the same. 

4th. No term must be distrUmted in the conclusion which was not 
distributed in one of the premises ; for that (which is called an illicit 
process, either of the Major or the Minor term) would be to employ 
the whole of a term in the Conclusion, when you had employed only 
Apart of it in the Premiss ; and thus, in reality, to introduce a fourth 
term : e, g, 

" All quadrupeds are animals, 

A bird is not a quadruped ; therefore 

It is not an animal." — Illicit process of the major. 

Again, "What is related in the Talmud is unworthy of .credit: 
Miraculous stories are related in the Talmud ; therefore Miraculous 
stories are unworthy of credit." If this conclusion be taken as A, 
there will be an " illicit process of the Minor-term ;" (since eveiy 
one would understand the Minor-premiss as particular) but ajoar- 
tictdar conclusion may fairly be inferred. In the case of an illicit- 
process of the Major, on the contrary, the premises do not warrant 
any conclusion at all. 

6th. From negative premises you can infer nothing. For in them 
the Middle is pronounced to disagree with both extremes; not, to 
agree with both ; or, to agree with one, and disagree with the other ; 
therefore they cannot be compared together ; e. g. 

" A fish is not a quadruped ;" 

'* A bird is not a quadruped," proves nothing. 

6th. J^ one premiss be negative, the conclusion must be negative ; 
for in that premiss the middle-term is pronounced to disagree with 
one of the Extremes, and in the other premiss (which of course js 
affirmative by the preceding rule) to agree with the other extreme; 
therefore the Extremes disagreeing with each other, the Conclusion 
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18 native. In the same manner it may be shown, that to prove a 
negatwe eondusion one of the Premises must be a negative. 

^By these six rules all categorical Syllogisms are to be tried ; and 
from them it w^ be evident ; Ist, that nothing can be proved from 
two partiadar Premises ; (since you will then have either the middle 
Term undistriinUed, or an iUicit process.) For if each premiss were 
I, Uiere would be no distribution of any term at all : and if the 
premises were I and O, as 

** Some animals are sagacious ; 
Some beasts are not sagacious : 
Some beasts are not animals/' 

there would be but one term — the predicate of — distributed ; 
and supposing that one to be the Middle, then, the conclusion (being 
of course negative, by rule 6th) would have its predicate, — the 
Major-term — distributed, which was undistributed in the premiss. 
And, for the same reason, 2dly, that if one of the Premises be par- 
ticular, the Conclusion must be particular ; e.g. 

" All who fight bravely deserve reward ; 

Some soldiers fight bravely ;" you can only infer that 
" Some soldiers deserve reward :" 

for to infer a universal Conclusion would be an "illicit-process of 
the Minor." But from two universal Premises you cannot always 
infer a universal Conclusion ; e. g. 

" All gold is precious ; 
All gold is a mineral ; therefore 
Some mineral is precious." 

And even when we can infer a universal, we are always at liberty 
to infer a particular ; since what is predicated of eM may <if course 
be predicated of some.' 

Of Moods, 

§ 3- 
When we designate the three propositions of a syllo^sm in their 
order, according to their respective ** Quantity" and ** Quality" 

1 Othtn ham glT«i twelTB rales, which I LogiettlwiitOTSffimmed up the foregoing rales, 

found might more eoaTeniently be redaeed to were, 

nix. No syllogism can be fkalty which rioUtes '* JOstribus Medium^ nee quartiu terminus 

none of these fix rules. It ts moeh less per- adsit;*^ 

plexing to a learner not to lay down as a ** Utraqu* n«« pranmaa ntgoMSy nee partie- 

diecinct rule, that e. g. against partieular ularis;" 

ftremists : which is properly a result of the ** Sectetur partem Qmdutio deteriorem;'* («'. 

fbiegoing *, since » syliogbm with two partic- e. the Particnlar being regarded as t'ft/r- 

ular premises would offend Hr<unst either R. 8 rior to the Universal ; and the Negative, 

or B. 4. to the AffirmatiTe.) 

S The SMmodal-liiua in which some of the *^ Et nan distribuat m$i cvm fVotnisM, 

negetve '» 
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(indicated by tbeir symbols) we are said to determine the mood of 
the syllogism. ^. G- The example just above, *' all gold/' (fee, is 
in the Mood A, A, I. 

As there are four kinds of propositions, and three propositions in 
each syllogism, all the possible ways of combining these four, ( A , 
E, I, 0,) by threes, are sixty-four. For, any one of these four may 
be the major-premiss ; each of these four majors may have four 
dififerent minors ; and of these sixteen pairs of premises, each may 
have four different conclusions. 4X4 (=- 16) X 4 ^ 64. This 
is a mere arithmetical calculation of the Moods, without any regard 
to the logical rules ; for many of these Moods are inadmissible in 
practice, from violating some of those rules ; e, g, the Mood E, E, 
£, must be rejected as having neffotive premises; I, 0, O, for 
partictdar premises ; and many others for the same faults ; to which 
must be added I, E, O, for an '* illicit-process of the major," in 
every Figure ; since the Conclusion, being negative, would distribute 
the Major-term, while the Major-premiss, being I, would distribute 
no term. 

By examination then of all, it will be found that, of the sixty- 
four there remain but eleven Moods which can be used in a legiti- 
mate syllogism, viz. A, A, A, A, A, I, A, E, E, A, E, O, A, 
I, I, A, O, 0, E, A, E, E, A, O, E, I, 0, I, A, I, O, A, O. 

Of Figure, 
§4. 

The Figure of a syllogism consists in the situation of the Middle- 
term with respect to the Extremes of the Conclusion, [». e, the major 
and minor term,} When the Middle-term is made the subject of the 
WAijoT premiss, and the predicate of the minor, that is called the first 
Figure ; which is far the most natural and clear of all, as to this 
alone Aristotle's dictum may be at once applied. In the Second 
Fi^re the Middle-term is the predicate of both premises : in the 
Third, the subject of both : in the Fourth, the predicate of the Major 
premiss, and the subject of the Min&r, This Figure is the most 
awkward and unnatural of all, being the very reverse of the first. 

Note, that the proper order^ is to place the Major premiss first, 
and the Minor second; but this does not constitute the Major and 
.Minor premises ; for that premiss (wherever placed )-is the Major, 
which contains the major term, and the Minor, the minor (v. R. 2. 

§2) 

Each of the allowable moods mentioned above will not be allowable 
in every Figure ; since it may violate some of the foregoing rules, in 

1 Proper, «. e. in • Treatise on Logic or stnngv minppnhention ftUad«d to. Tbo 

in a logical analysis; not, neccsaarily, In proper eoUooation of planU in • botenical 

ordinary discourse. This remark may appear herbarium, and in a flower-garden, and again, 

mperfloons. but that 1 have known a wJEiter, on a Cum, would bt widdj diiBn«nt. 
generally acute and intelligent, ftll into tlio 
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one Figure, though not in another : e, g, I, A, I, is an allowable 
mood in the third Figure ; but in the first it would have an undU- 
trilnUed middle.^ So A, E, E, would in the first Figure have an 
illicii process of the major, but is allowable in the second; and 
A, A, A, which ih the first Figure is allowable, would in the third 
have an illicit process (^the minor : all which may be ascertained hj 
trying the different Moods in each figure, as per scheme. 
Let X represent the Major term, Z the Minor, Y the Middle. 



lit Vlg. 


sane. 


8d Bg. 


4th nt. 


Y.X, 


X,Y, 


Y.X. 


X. Y, 


Z. Y, 


Z. Y, 


Y, Z. 


Y, Z. 


Z. X, 


Z, X, 


Z, X, 


Z, X. 



The Terms alone being here stated, the quantity and quality of 
each Proposition (and consequently the Mood of the whole Syllo- 
gism) is left to be filled up : (t. e. between Y and X, we may place 
either a negative or afirmaiive Copula : and we may prefix either a 
universal or particular sign to Y.) By applying the Moods then to 
each Figure, it will be found that each figure will admit six Moods 
only, as not violating the rules against undistributed middle, and 
against illicit process : and of the M^:>ds so admitted, several (though 
▼alid) are useless, as having a particular CJonclusion, when a uni" 
versed might have been drawn ; e. g. A, A, I, in the first figure, 

" All human creatures are entitled to liberty ; 
All slaves are human creatures ; therefore 
Some slaves are entitled to liberty. " 

Of the twenty-four Moods, then, (six in each Figure,) five are 
for this reason neglected : for the remaining nineteen, logicians 
have devised names to distin^ish both the Mood itself, and the 
Figure in which it is found ; since when one Mood (t. e, one in itself, 
without regard to Fi^re) occurs in two different Fibres, (as E, 
A, E, in the first and second) the mere letters denotmg the mood 
would not inform us concerning the Jigure. In these names, then, 
the three voioels denote the propositions of which the Syllogism is 
composed : the consonants (besides their other uses, of which 
hereafter) serve to keep in mind the Figure of the Syllogism. 

Fiff 1 JbArbArA, cElArEnt, dArll, fErlOque 
7 1 7 

1 B. O, 8om« Nstnint ii Mtlntarj: ill mindnt ii unpkatuit: ■om^thlng nnptoMUkt 
in nduturj. Agftin : Soin« herbs tn tt fn fripd : Bjghttluid* !■ hi herb : mhim 
slfhtthade it tt fbr fbod. 
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T.. „ <cEaA.rB, cAmEstrEs, fEstInO, bArOkO,' 
** ^' { secuadae. 

ttertia, dArAptl, dIsAmIs, dAtlsI, fEI- 
Rg. 3. 7 AptOn, bOkArdO/ fErlsO, habet : 

^ qaarta insuper addit. 
1^ t <brAmAntIp, cAmEnEs, dImArls, fEsA- 
''S- *• ^ pO, frEsIsOn. 

By a careful study of these mnemonic lines (which must be 
committed to memory) you will perceive that A can only be proved 
in the First-Figure, in which also every other proposition may be 
proved ; that the Second proves only negatives : the Third only 
particulars: that the First-Figure requires the major-premiss to be 
universal, and the minor, c^rmatives (fee; with many other such 
observations, which will readily be made, (on trial of several 
Syllogisms, in different Moods) and the reasons for which will be 
found in the foregoing rules. U. G. To show why the Second- 
Figure has only Negative Conclusions, we have only to consider 
that in it the middle-term being the predicate in both premises, 
would not be distrHmted unless one premiss were negative ; (Chap. 

II, § 2,) therefore the Conclusion must be negative also, by Chap. 

III, § 2, Rule 6. One Mood in each figure may sulBSice in thia 
place by way of example : 

First, Barbara, viz. (bAr.) "Every Y is X ; (bA) every Z is 
Y ; therefore (rA) every Z is X : " e, g, let the major-term (which 
is represented by X) be " one who possesses all virtue ; *' the minor- 
term fZ W* every man who possesses one virtue ; " and the middle- 
term (Y) " every one who possesses prudence : " and you will have 
the celebrated argument of Aristotle, Eth, sixth book, to prove that 
the virtues are inseparable : viz, 

" He who possesses prudence, possesses all virtue ; 
He who possesses one virtue, must possess prudence ; therefore 
He who possesses one, possesses all." 

Second, Camestres, (cAm) "every X is Y ; (Es) no Z is Y ; 
(trEs) no Z is X," Let the major-term (X) be " true philosophers,'* 
the minor (Z) "the Epicureans;" the middle (Y) "reckoning 
virtue a good in itself ; " and this will be part of the reasoning of 
Cicero, Of, book first and third, against Uie Epicureans. 

Third, Darapti, viz, ^dA) " Every Y is X ; (rAp) every Y is Z ; 
therefore (//) some Z is X : " e. ^. ^ 

" Prudence has for its object the benefit of individuals ; but 
prudence is a virtue ; therefore some virtue has for its object 
the benefit of the individual," 

1 Or, ?akoro, we $ 7. 2 Or, Dokamo^ km ) 7. 
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is part of Adam Smithes reasoning (Moral SenHmerds) against 
Hutcheson and others, who placed all virtue in benevolence. 

Fourth, Camenes, viz, (cAm) "every X is Y ; (JSih) no Y is Z; 
therefore {Es) no Z is X ; e. g, 

" Whatever is expedient, is conformable to nature ; 
Whatever is conformable to nature, is not hurtftd to society ; 

therefore 
What is hurtful to society is never expedient ; " 

is part of Cicero's argument in Of, Lib. iii ; but it is an inverted 
and clumsy way of stating what would much more naturally fall 
into the First-Figure ; for if you examine the Propositions of a 
Syllogism in the Fourth-Figure, beginning at the (fonclv^sionf you 
will see that as the major term is predicated of the minor, so is the 
minor of the middle, and that again of the major ; so that the 
major appears to be merely predicated of itself. Hence the five 
Moods in this Figure are seldom or never used ; some one of tho 
fourteen (moods with names) in the first three Figures, being the 
forms into which all arguments may most readily be thrown : but 
of these, the four in the First-Figure are the clearest and most 
natural ; as to them Aristotle's Dictum will immediately apply. 

With respect to the use of the first three Figures (for the Fourth 
is never employed but by an accidental awkardness of expression) 
it may be remarked, that the First is that into which an argument 
will be found to fsdl the most naturally, except in the 
Bew^-F^ue. foUowiug cascs : — First, When we have to disprove 
something that has been maintained, or is likely to be 
believed, our arguments will usually be found to take most con- 
veniently the form of the Second-Figure : viz. we prove that the 
thing we are speaking of cannot belong to such a Class, either 
because it ttfants what belongs to the whole of that Class, (Cesare) 
or because it has something of which that class is destitute ; (Cam- 
estres) e, g. ** No impostor would have warned his followers (as 
Jesus did) of the persecutions they would have to submit to;" 
and again, ''An enthusiast would have expatiated (which Jesus 
and his followers did not) on the particulars of a future state." 

The same observations will apply> mutatis mtttandis, when a 
Particular Conclusion is sought ; as in Festino and Baroko. 

The arguments used in the process called the '* Abscissio Infiniti," 
will in general be the most easily referred to this Figure. (See 
Chap. y» § 1, subsection 6.) The phrase was applied by some 
logical writers to a series of arguments used in any inquiry in which 
we go on excluding, one by one, certain suppositions, or certain 
classes of things, from that whose real nature we are seeking to 
ascertain. 

Thus, certain symptoms, suppose, exclude ** small-pox ;" th&t 
is, prove this not to he the patient's disorder; other symptoms. 
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suppose, exclude " Scarlatina,'* isc, and so one may proceed by 
gradually narrowing the range of possible suppositions. Hence 
the Second-Figure might be called the ''exclusive ** Figure. 

The Third-Figure is, of course, the one employed when the 
Mid(Ue-Term is Singular, since a Smgular term can 
U|»of theThird ^^^y be a Subject. This is also the form into which 
most arguments will naturally fall that are used to 
establish an objection (Enstasis of Aristotle) to an opponent's 
Premiss, when his ar^piment is such as to require that premiss to 
be Universal. It might be called, therefore, the ** JSnstaiic " 
Figure. K G. If any one contends that "this or that doctrine 
ought not to be admitted, because it cannot be explained or 
comprehended," his suppressed major premiss may be refuted by 
the argument that *' the connection of the Body and Soul cannot 
be explained or comprehended." Thus again you might prove by 
the example of a certain individual/ the contradictory of a Propo- 
sition (which would seem to most persons a very probable 
conjecture) that a deaf and dumb person, born blind, cannot be 
taught language, 

A great part of the reasoning of Butler's Analogy, may be 
exhibited in this form. 

As it is on the Dictum above-mentioned that all Reasoning 
Aeduetioaof ultimately depends, so, all arguments may be in one 
SyUogismfl. ^^y or other brought into some one of the four Moods 
in the First-Figure : and a Syllogism is, in that case, said to be 
reduced : (t. e. to the first-figure.) These four are called the perfeict 
moods, and all the rest imperfect, - 

Ostensive Beductum, , 

§5. 

In reducing a Syllogism, we are not of course, allowed to intro- 
duce any new Term or Proposition, having nothing granted but 
the truth of the Premises ; but these Premises are allowed to be 
Ulatively converted (because the truth of any Proposition implies 
that of its illative Converse) or transposed: by taking advantage 
of this liberty, where there is need, we deduce (in Figure 1st,) 
from the Premises originally given, either the very same Conclusion 
as the original one, or another from which the original Conclusion 
follows by illative Conversion. E, O. Darapti, 

*'A11 wits are dreaded ; 

All wits are admired ; 

Some who are admired are dreaded," 

1 lAun Bridgman, allad^d to abOT«i 
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is reduced into Barii, by converting " by limitaitiott *' (per n^cideM) 
the minor Premiss. 

" All wits are dreaded ; 

Some who are admired are wits ; therefore 

Some who are admired are dreaded." 

And Camestres, — e,ff» 

'' All true philosophers account virtue a good in itself ; 
The advocates of pleasure do not account, <fec. 
Therefore they are not true philosophers," 

is reduced to Celareni, by simply converting the Minor, and then 
transposing the Premises. 

** Those who account virtue a good in itself, are not advocates 

of pleasure ; 
All true philosophers account virtue, d^c. : therefore 
No true philosophers are advocates of pleasure." 

This Conclusion may be UlaHvely converted into the original one. 
So, JBaroko ; * e. g. 

** Every true patriot is a friend to religion ; Reduetion by 

Some great statesmen are not friends to religion ; ^^^ %/^ 
Some great statesmen are not true patriots," gation.* 

to Ferio, by converting the major by negation, ["contraposition,"] 
vide Chap. II, § 4. 

" He who is not a friend to religion, is not a true patriot ; 
Some great statesmen," d^c. 

and the rest of the Syllogism remains the same ; only that the 
minor Premiss must be considered as affirmative, because you take 
" not-a^friend-to-religion," as the middle term. In the same 
manner Bokardo^ to Darii; e.g. 

" Some slaves are not discontented ; 

All slaves are wronged ; therefore 

Some who are wronged are not discontented." 

Convert the major "by ne^tion " (" contraposition ") and then 
transpose them ; the Conclusion will be the converse by negation o^ 
the original one, which therefore may be inferred from it ; e. g. 

** All slaves are wronged ; 
Some who are not discontented are slaves ; 
Some who are not discontented are wronged." 

In these ways (by what is called Oeiensive MedzicHon, because 

1 Or Fakoro, eonildered i. e. as Festlno. Re« note at the end of fhis chapter. 
S Or Dokaa&o, considered t. «. as Disamis. See note at the end of this chapter. 

8 
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you prove, in the first figure, either the very aame Conclusion as 
before, or one which implies ii) all the imperfect Moods may be 
reduced to the four perfect ones. But there is also another way, 
called Indirect'Teduction, or 

Redtictio ad impossUnle. 

§6. 

By which we prove (in the First-Figure) not, directly, that the 
original Conclusion is true, but that it cannot be false ; i, e. that an 
absurdity would follow from the supposition of its being false ; e. g, 

** All true patriots are friends to religion ; 
Some great statesmen are not friends to religion ; 
Some great statesmen are not true patriots :" 

if this Conclusion be not true, its contradictory must be true ; viz. 

*' All great statesmen are true patriots :" 

let this then be assumed, in the place of the minor Premiss of the 
original Syllogism, and a £sdse conclusion will be proved ; e, g. 

bAr, ** AH true patriots are friends to religion ; 
bA, All great statesmen are true patriots ; 
rA, All great statesmen are friends to religion ;" 

for as this Conclusion is the Contradictory of the original minor 
Premiss, it must be false, since the Premises are always supposed 
to be granted ; therefore one of the Premises (by which it has been 
correctly proved) must be false also ; but the major Premiss (being 
one of those originally granted) is trtie; therefore the falsitg must be 
in the minor Premiss; which is the contradictory of the original Con- 
clusion; therefore the original Conclusion must be true. This is 
the indirect mode of Reasoning. (See Rhetoric, Part I, Ch. II, § 1.) 

§7. 
This kind of Reduction is seldom employed but for Baroko and 
Bokardo, which are thus reduced by those who confine themselves 
to simple Conversion, and Conversion by limitation, (paraccidens;) 
signiiic5aUoii of ^^^ ^^7 f^med the names of their Moods, with a view 
the names of to poiut out the manner in which each is to be reduced ; 

themoo<U. ^.^ g^ ^ jy^ p^ ^jj.^^ ^^ ^^^ .^.^ j^^^j^g ^^ ^jj ^^^ 

Moods, indicate to which Mood of the first-figure (Barbara, Cela- 
rent, Darii, and Ferio) each of the others is to be reduced: m indicates 
that the Premises are to be transposed; s andjE>, that the Proposition 
denoted by the vowel immediately preceding, is to be converted ; s, 
simply; jt), per accidens, [by limitation:] thus, in Camestres, (see 
example,) the Vindicates that it must be reduced to Celareni; the 
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two 8s, that the minor Premiss and Conclusion must be converted 
simply ; the m, that the Premises must be transposed. The P^ in 
the mood Bramantip, denotes that the Premises warrant a Universal 
conclusion in place of a Particular. The /, though of course it 
cannot be illatiyely converted per acddens, viz,: so as to become 
A, yet is thus converted in the Conclusion, because as soon as 
the Premises are transposed (as denoted by m,) it appears that a 
Universal Conclusion follows from them. 

JT (which indicates the reduction ad impossibile) is a sign that 
the Proposition, denoted by the vowel immediately before it, must 
be left out, and the contradictory of the Conclusion substituted ; 
viz, for the minor Premiss in Baroko and the m^tjor in Bokardo. 
But it has been already shown (§5) that the Conversion by *' con- 
traposition," [by "negation"] will enable us to reduce these two 
Moods, osUnsively.^ 



Chap. IV. 

SUPPLEMENT TO CHAP. III. 

Of Modal Syllogisms t and of all Arguments besides regtdar andpur^" 
Categorical Syllogisms* 

OfModals. 

§1- 

Hitherto we have treated of pure categorical Propositions, and 
the Syllogisms composed of such. A pure categorical proposition 
is styled by. some logicians a proposition "de inesse,** from its 
asserting simply that the Predicate is or is not (in our conception) 
contained in the Subject; as "John killed Thomas." A modal 
proposition asserts that the predicate is or is not contained in 
the Subject in a certain mode, or manner; as, "accidentally," 
"wilfully," <fec. 

A Modal pr6position may be stated as a pure one, by attaching 
the mode to one of the Terms : and the Proposition will in all respects 
fell under the foregoing rules ; e, g, " John killed Thomas unlftdly 
and maliciously ; " here the Mode is to be regarded as part of the 
Predicate. "It is probaUe that all knowledge is useful ; " " pro- 
bably useful " is here the Predicate. But when the Mode is only 

1 If aay one shoald choose that the names end then the xuunes would be^ bjr » alight 
of these moods should indicate this, he might change, Fakoro and Dokam^. 
make K the indoK of oouTersion by negatioB; 
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used to express the necessary, contmgent, or impossible connection 
of the Tenns, it maj as well be attached to the sul^ect : e, g, ''man 
is neceaaarUff mortal ; " is the same m ** all men are mortal : '' 
** injustice is in no caae expedient," corresponds to " no injustice is 
expedient ; " and '' this man is occaaumaUy intemperate/' has the 
force of a particulaT : (ride Chap. II, § 2, note.) It is thus, and 
thus only, that two singular Propositions may be contradictories : 
e.g. " this man is never intemperate," will be the contradictory of 
the foregoing. Indeed erery sign (of uniyersality or particularity) 
may be considered as a Mode. 

Since, however, in all Modal Propositions, you assert that the 
dictum (t. e. the aaaertion itaelf) and the Mode, agree tc^ther, or 
disagree so, in some cases, this may be the most convenient way of 
stating a Modal, purely : 

subj. cop. pr»d. sulject. 

e. g. '* It ia impoaaible that all men should be virtuous." 

Bub. cop. 

Such is a proposition of the Apostle Paul's : *' This is a 

prep. subject. 

faithful saying, &c., that Jesus Christ came into the world to 

sabj. 

save sinners." * In these cases one of your Terma (the subject) is 
itself an entire Propoaition. 

In English the word IN is often used in expressing one proposi- 
tion combined with another in such a manner as to make the two, 
one proposition : e. g, *' You will have a formidable opponent to 
encounter in the Emperor ; " this involves two propositions ; 1st, 
** You will have to encounter the Emperor ; " 2d, *' He will prove 
a formidable opponent ;" this last is implied by the word in, which 
denotes (agreeably to the expression of Logicians mentioned above 
when they speak of a proposition " de tnesse ") that that Predicate 
is contained in that Subject.. 



It may be proper to remark in this place, that we may often meet 
with a Proposition whose drift and force will be very 
p^^^iy^ diflferent, according as we regard this or that as its 
Predicate.' Indeed, properly speaking, it may be con- 
sidered as several diflferent Propositions, each indeed implying the 
truth of all the rest, but each having a distinct Predicate ; the 
division of the sentence beinff varied m each case ; and the varia- 
tions marked, either by the collocation of the words, the intoriation 
of the voice, or by the designation of the emphatic words, (vit.: 

1 See 1UietoTic,Part IIT, Cb. If. $ 2 ical theory, of the use of the LaHn aul^wkc- 

3 On the logical analyfflB of propoeltioBS Mr. ft«0 His work is trell worth the liOffcw of 

OtMfDlaw has founded a very iDgenihu«, and as Students Of Logie as well M «f LatlnUsp. 

U appears to me, correct and -useful graam't- 
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the Predicate,) as scored under, or printed in italics, E G, *^ The 

1 a .84 5 

Organon of Bacon was not designed to supersede the Organon of 

Aristotle :" this might be regarded as, at least, six difierent propo- 
sitions : if the word numbered ( 1 ) were in italics, it would leave us 
at liberty to suppose that Bacon might have designed to supersede 
by some work oi his, the Organon of Aristotle ; but not by his own 
Organon; if No. 2 were in i^ics, we should understand the author 
to be contending, that whether or no any o^A^r author had composed 
an Organon with such a design. Bacon at least did not: if^No. 3, 
then, we should understand him to maintain that whether Bacon's 
Organon does or does not supersede Aristotle's, no such design at 
least was entertained : and so with the rest. Each of these is a 
distinct proposition ; and though each of them implies the truth of 
all the rest, (as may easily be seen by examining the example 
given) one of them may be, in one case, and another, in another, 
the one which it is important to insist on. 

We should consider in each case what Question it is that is 
proposed, and what answer to it would, in the instance before us, 
be the most opposite or contrasted to the one to be examined. JS, (7. 
" You will find this doctrine in Bacon," may be contrasted, either 
with, " You will find in Bacon a different doctrine," or with, "You 
will find this doctrine in a different author'* 

And observe, that when a proposition is contrasted with one 
which has a different predicate, the Predicate is the 
emphatic word; as "this man is a murderer;** t. e, ^JUJ.*"* 
not one who has slain another accidentally, or in self- 
defence: "this man is a murderer;" with the Copula for the 
emphatic word, stands opposed to "he is no^ a murderer;" a 
proposition with the same terms, but a different Copula."* 

It will often happen that several of the Propositions which are 
thus stated in a single sentence, may require, each, to be distinctly 
stated and proved : e, g. the Advocate may have to prove, first the 
fact, that " John killed Thomas ; " and then, the character of the 
act, that " the killing was willful and malicious." See Praxis, at 
the end of the vol. See also Elements of Rhetoric, Part I, Ch. 
Ill, § 6. 

Of Hypothetkals. 

A Hypothetical^ Proposition is defined to be two or more eaie* 

1 Thai If iinj one ntAt (umany are apt to Th« eonneetiou between logic Utd eorteot 

do) '* Thou thalt not steal,'* — '« Tboa ehalt deiiTcry is farther pointed out in Khet. App. L 
not commit adultery." he implies the question Strictly speakinv, the tiro cases I hare men- 

to be, whether we are commanded to steal or tioned coincide ; for when the ^ is" or the 

4o forbear: but the question really is. what **not" is emphatic, it becomes properly the 

fAtn^s are forbidden: and the answer is "Thou Predicate ; ««'«. "the statement of this naalt 

«batt not Jteol;" **Thou ihalt not commit being a murderer, li true,** or is "/i2es.** 
adtUUryf*' fe. 2 Compound^ acoordii>g to some writers. 
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gorkals united hy a Coptda [conjunction] : and the diflferent kinds 
of Hypothetical Propositions are named from their respective 
conjunctions ; viz. conditional, disjunctive, casual, &c. 

When a hypothetical conclusion is inferred from a hypothetical 
Premiss, so that the force of the Reasoning does not turn on the 
hypothesis, then the Hypothesis (as in Modals) must be considered 
as part of one of the Terms; so that the Reasoning will be, in effect, 
categorical : e, g. 

predieafee. 

«< Every conqueror is either a hero or a villain : 
Caesar was a conqueror ; therefore 

predicate. 

He was eUher a hero or a villain." 

** Whatever comes from God is entitled to reverence ; 

snbJMt 



If the Scriptures are not wholly false, they must come from Gk>d; 
If they are not wholly false, they are entitled to reverence." 

But when the Reasoning itself rests on the hvpothesis (in which 
way a categorical Conclusion may be drawn from a hypothetical 
Premiss,) this is what is called a hypothetical Syllogism; and rules 
have been devised for ascertaining the validity of such Arguments 
at once, without bringing them into the categorical form. (And 
note, that in these Syllogisms, the hypothetical Premiss is called 
the major, and the categorical one the minor.) They are of two 
kinds, conditional and disjunctive. 

Of Conditionals. 

§3. 

A Conditional^ Proposition has in it an Ulative force ; i. $. it 
contains two, and only two categorical Propositions, whereof one 
results from the other [or follows from it,] e. g. 

antecedent 

" If the Scriptures are not wholly false, 

consequent. 

they are entitled to respect." 

That from which the other results is called the Antecedent; that which 
results from it, the Consequent (consequens;) and the connection 
between the two (expressed by the word "if") the Consequence 
(consequentia.) 

I Galled Hfipathetical hf thoM wiltan who me the woid Compound to denote what I havo 
ttUod Hjpothetleal. 
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The natural order is, that the J» otecedent should come be/ore the 
Consequent; but this is frequently reversed : e. ff, " The husband- 
man is well oflf if he knows his own advantages." (Virg. Gkor.) 

Every Conditional-Proposition may be considered as an Universal 
affirmative, whether the members of which it consists be Universal 
or Particular, Negative or Affirmative. And the truth or falsity 
of a Ck)nditional-Proposition depends entirely on the conseqttence : 
a. g. " if Logic is useless, it deserves to be neglected ;" here both 
Antecedent and Consequent are false : yet the whole Proposition is 
true; i. e. it is true that the Consequent /o^/otr« from the Antecedent. 
" If Cromwell was an Englishman, he was an usurper," is Justthe 
reverse case : for though it is true that " Cromwell was an English- 
man," and also that ''he was an usurper," yet it is not true that 
the latter of these Propositions depends on the former ; the whole 
Proposition, therefore, is false, (or at least absurd, — see next 
section) though both Antecedent and Consequent are true. 

It is to be observed, however, that a false or at least nugatory, 
Conditional-Proposition of this kind, viz. in which each member is 
a true categoricial, — is such, that, though itself absurd, no false 
conclusion can be drawn from it ; as may be seen from the instance 
)ust given. 

A Conditional- Proposition, in short, may be considered as an 
assertion of the validity of a certain Argument ; since to assert that 
an argument is valid, is to assert that the Conclusion necessarily 
results from the Premises, whether those Premises be true or not. 

The meaning, then, of a Conditional - Proposition, — which is, 
that the antecedent being granted the consequent is granted, may be 
ix>nsidered in two points of view : first, " if the Antecedent be true, 
the Consequent must be true ;" hence the first rule ; the antecedent 
being granted, the consequent may be inferred: secondly, "if the Ante- 
cedent were true, the Consequent would be true ;" hence the second 
rule ; th^ consequent being denied, the antecedent may be denied; for 
the Antecedent must in that case be false ; since if it were true, the 
consequent (which is granted to be false) would be true also. E, 
G. "If this man has a fever, he is not fit to travel ;" here if you 
grant the antecedent, the first rule applies, and you infer the truth 
of the Consequent ; " he has a fever ; therefore he is coii«tnict!T» 
not fit to travel." If A is B, C is D; but A is B, there "U 
fore C is D ; and this is called a constructive Conditional *"'™®"^ 
Syllogism. But if you deny the consequent (t. e, grant its eontradie- 
tory) the second rule applies, and you infer the contradictory of the 
antecedent; " he is fit to travel ; therefore he has not a fever ;" this 
is the destructive Conditional Syllogism. If A is B, C is D; C is not 
D, therefore A is not B. Again, " If the crops are not bad, com 
must be cheap," for a major; then, " but the crops are not bad, there- 
fore com must be cheap," is Constructive. " Cora is not cheap, 
therefore the crops are bad," is Destructive. " If every increase 
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of population is desirable, some misery is desirable ; but no misery 
is desirable ; therefore some increase of population is not desirable," 
is Destructive. 

But if you affirm the consequent or dent/ the antecedent, you can 
infer nothing ; for the same Ck)nsequent may fdlwo from other 
Antecedents \ e, g. va the example above, a man may be unfit to 
travel from other disorders besides a fever ; therefore it does not 
follow, from his being unfit to travel, that he has a fever ; or (for 
the same reason) from his not having a fever, that he is not unfit to 
travel. 

And it is to be observed that these fiiUacies correspond respec- 
tively with those mentioned in treating of Catesrorical 
Syllogisms. The assertion of the Consequent, and infer- catJroriSJTJS 
ring thence the truth of the Antecedent, answers to in hypothetical 
the fallacy of " undistributed-Middle," or to that of ^^ ~«^ 
"negative-premises." E, G, " He who has a fever is 
unfit to travel ; " (or, " is not fit to travel. ") " This man is unfit " 

i'or, "is not fit") "to travel; therefore he has a fever." The 
allacy again of denying the Antecedent, and thence inferring the 
Contradictory of the Consequent, corresponds either to that of 
negative-premises, or to " illicit-process of the Major," or that of 
introducing, palpably, " more than three terms. " E. G. " He who 
has a fever is unfit to travel ; this man has not a fever," <&c.' 

There are, then, two, and only two, kinds of Conditional Syllo- 
gisms ; the constructive, founded on the first rule, and answering to 
direct Reasoning ; and the destructive, on the second, answering to 
indirect; being in fact a mode of throwing the indirect form of 
reasoning into the direct : e, g. If C be not the centre of the circle, 
some other point must be ; which is impossible : therefore C is the 
centre. (Euclid, B. Ill, Pr. \, ) 

And note, that a Conditional Proposition may (like the categorical 
A) be converted by negation; i. e. you may take the 
contradictory of the consequent, as an antecedent, and the coSKSS.*^ 
contradu^ory of the antecedent, as a consequent : e. g, 
" If this man is fit to travel, he has not a fever. " By this convet- 
sion of the major Premiss, a Constructive Syllogism may be reduced 
to a Destructive, and vice versd. (See § 6, Ch. III.) 

Of DisfuncUves, 
§4. 

A Disjunctive Proposition is one that consists of tWo or more 
categoricals, connected by the conjunctions "either" and "or," 
the torce of which is, to state an alternative ; i. e. to imply that 
tome one of the categoricals thus connected must be true : e, g. 

1 VirtoAlIy aU Umw fkUadef do nallj aoiovut to tlio inUrodaotioiK of » taoxtk torn. 
8m 9 9. Oh. ni. 
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** either A is B, or C is D " will not be a true proposition unless 
one of the two members of it be true. 

On the other hand, one of the members may be true, and yet 
they may have no such natufel connection together as to warrant 
their being proposed as an alternative ; as *' either Britain is an 
island, or a triangle is a square. " Such a proposition would rather 
be called nugatory and absurd, than false ; since no false concltision 
could be deduced from it : as was remarked in tlie last section con- 
cerning such a Conditional as this might be reduced to : e. ff. ''If 
Britain is not an island , " dec. Such propositions are often collo- 
quially uttered in a kind of jest. 

If, therefore, one or more of these categoricals be denied (i, e. 
granted to be false) you may infer that the remaining one, or (if 
several) some one of the remaining ones, is true. K O, "Either the 
world is eternal, or the work of chance, or the work of an intelli- 
gent Being ; it is not eternal, nor the work of chance, therefore it 
is the work of an intelligent Being. " ** It is either spring, summer, 
autumn, or winter ; but it is neither spring nor summer ; therefore 
it is either autumn or winter. " Either A is B, or C is D ; but A 
is not B, therefore C is D. 

Observe, that in these examples (as well as in most others) it is 
implied not only that one of the members (the categorical Proposi- 
tions) must be ttue, but that only one can oe true ; so that, in such 
cases, if one or more members be affirmed, the rest may be denied; 
[the members may then be called exclusive ;] e, g. "It 
IS summer, therefore it is neither spring, autumn, nor di^^STeil! 
winter ; " " either A is B, or C is D ; but A is B, 
therefore C is not D. " But this is by no means universally the 
case \e, g. ** Virtue tends to procure us either the esteem of man- 
kind, or the favor of God : " here both members are true, and 
consequently from one being affirmed we are not authorized to deny 
the other. Of course we are left to conjecture in each case, from 
the context, whether it is meant to be implied that the members 
are or are not " exclusive. " 

It is evident that a disjunctive Syllogism may easily be reduced 
to a conditional, by taking as an Antecedent the con- m^joDctiTei 
tradictory of one or more of the members : e, g, if it is reducibi© to 

. *i..^i X * . t conditional. 

not spring or summer, it is either autumn or winter, <fec. 

It is to be observed of Hypothetical [compound] Propositions, 
whether Conditional or Disjunctive, that they are always ^^ 

affimudive : i. e, it is always affirmed, not denied, that cai ^proposi- 
the connection between the several categorical members, ^JSyli^J* 
denoted, respectively, by the conjunctions employed, 
does exist, Accordingly, the contradiction of any hypothetical 
proposition is not made by a hypothetical. If I assert that "if A is 
Gt is D," you might deny that, by saying "it does not follow 
(hat if A is B, C must be D ; " or in some such expression. So 

9 
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the contradiction of this, ** either A is B or C is D " would be bj 
two categorical negatives ; "neither is A, B, nor is C, D : " or, it is 
possible that neither A is B, nor C, D. The conjunctions ** neither" 
and ** nor, " it should be observed, do not correspond in their 
nature with ''either" and ''or;'* since these last are disjunctive, 
which the others are not. 

The Dilemma, 

is a complex kind of Conditional Syllogism. The account usually 
given of the Dilemma in Logical treatises is singularly perplexed 
and unscientific. And it is remarkable that all the rules they 
usually give respecting it, and the faults against which they caution 
us, relate exclusively to the Subfect-maUer : as if one were to lay 
down as rules respecting a Syllogism in Barbara, " 1st, Care must 
be taken that the major Premiss be true : 2dly, that the minor 
Premiss be true 1 " 

Most, if not all, writers on this point either omit to tell us whether 
the Dilemma is a kind of conditional, or of disjunctive argument ; 
or else refer it to the latter class, on account of its having one 
disjunctive Premiss ; though it clearly belongs to the class of Con- 
ditionals. 

Ist. If you have in the major Premiss several antecedents all with 
the sams consequent, then, these Antecedents, being (in the minor) 
disjunctively granted (t. e. it being granted that some one of them is 
true,) the one common consequent may be inferred, as (in the case 
of a simple Constructive Syllogism : ) c. ^. if A is B, C is D ; and 
if X is y , C is D ; but either A is B, or X is Y : therefore C is D. 
"If the blest in heaven have no desires, they will be perfectly 
content : so they will, if their desires are fully gratified ; but either 

simple eon- ^^^7 ^^^^ ^*^® ^^ desires, or have them fully gratified ; 
•tructiTe Di- therefore they will be perfectly content." Note, in 
lemma. ^^iis casc, the two Couditionals which make up the 

major Premiss may be united into one Proposition by means of the 
word "whether;** e.g. "whether the blest, <fec. have no desires, 
or have their desires gratified, they will be content. " 

Complex 2^' ^^^ ^^ ^^® several antecedents have each a diferent 

conetructire consequent, then the antecedents, being, as before, 
Ditomma. disjunctively granted, you can only disjunctively infer 
the consequents : e. g. if A is B, C is D ; and if X is Y, E is F ; 
but either A is B, or X is Y ; therefore either C is D, or E is F. 
' " If ^schines joined in the public rejoicings, he is inconsistent ; 
if he did not, he is unpatriotic : but he either joined, or not : there- 
fore he is either inconsistent or unpatriotic. "* This case, as weK 
as the foregoing, is evidently constructive. 

^ I Demoflt. For tht^svm. 
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In the Destructive form, whether you have one Antecedent with 
several Consequents, or several Antecedents, either 
with one, or with several Consequents; in all these th»t*M?*SiI 
oases, if you deny the whole of the Consequent, or P«>p«'iy w- 
Consequents, you may in the conclusion deny the *°*"'"* 
whole of the Antecedent or Antecedents : e. g. "If the world were 
eternal, the most useful arts, such as printing, dec. would be of 
unknown antiquity : and on the same supposition, there would be 
records long prior to the Mosaic ; and likewise the sea and land, in 
all parts of the globe, might be expected to maintain the same 
lelative situations now as formerly : but none of these is the fact : 
therefore the world is not etemah " Again, "If the world existed 
from eternity, there would be records prior to the Mosaic ; and if 
it were produced by chance, it would not bear marks of design : 
there are no records prior to the Mosaic : and the world does bear 
marks of design ; therefore it neither existed from eternity, nor is 
the work of chance. " These are sometimes called Dilemmas, but 
hardly diflfer from simple conditional Syllogisms; two or more 
being expressed together. 

Nor is the case different if you have one antecedent with several 
consequents, which consequents you disjuncHvelt/ deny ; for that 
comes to the same thing as wholly denying them ; since if they be 
not all true, the one antecedent must equally fall to the ground ; and 
the Syllogism will be equally simple : e. g, "If we admit the popular 
objections against Political Economy, we must admit that it tends 
to an excessive increase of wealth ; and also, that it tends to 
impoverishment : but it cannot do halh of these ; (t. e. either not the 
one, or, not the other) therefore we cannot admit the popular 
objections, " &c. ; which is evidently a simple Destructive. 

The true Dilemma is, "a CondiHonal Syllogism with several^ 
antecedents in the major, and a disjunctive mitwr ; *' hence, 

3d. That is most^ properly called a destructive Dilemma, which 
has (like the constructive ones) a disjunctive minor 
Premiss ; t. e, when you have several Antecedents with niSmmii?'*^* 
each a different Consequent; which consequents (instead 
of wholly denying them, as in the case lately mentioned) you dis- 
junctively deny ; and thence, in the Conclusion, deny disjunctively 
the Antecedents : e. g. if A is B, C is D ; and if X is Y, £ is F : 
but either C is not D, or £ is not F ; therefore, either A is not B, or 
X is not Y. "If this man were wise, he would not speak irrever- 
ently of Scripture in jest ; and if he were good, he would not do so 
in earnest ; but he does it, either in jest, or earnest ; therefore he is 
either not wise, or not good." Or again, you may have a Dilemma 
partly constructive and partly destructive: as the above example 
would be, if you were to convert one of the conditionals, (see § 3) 

1 TIm DftDie DUemmft implMS preciMly two antecedents ; and hence it to common tfi 
spvak of '* tbc honu of a MUenima \ '■ but it is e? ident there may be either t«ro or mom. 
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into" if C is not D, A is not B : " fortbe Minor-Premiss would then 
assert that either the Antecedent of one of the Conditionals is true, 
or the Consequent of the other false. 

Every Dilemma may be reduced into two or more 
of?Du"i2Sk. simple Conditional Syllogisms: e. ff. "If -^schines 
joined, &c. he is inconsistent ; ** he did pin, &c, there- 
fore he is inconsistent ; " and again, ** If ^schines did not join, 
&G. he is unpatriotic ; he cUd not, <&c. therefore he is unpatriotic." 
Now an opponent might deny either of the minor Premises in the 
above Syllogisms, but he could not deny do^Ay and therefore he must 
admit one or the other of the Conclusions ; for, when a Dilemma is 
employed, it is supposed that some (me of the Antecedents must be 
true (or, in the destructive kind, some one of the Consequents false,) 
but that we cannot tell wkich of them is so ; and this is the reason 
why the argument is stated in the form of a Dilemma. 

Sometimes it may happen that botk antecedents may be true, and 
that we may be aware of this ; and yet there may be an advantage 
in stating (either separately or conjointly) both arguments, even 
when each proves the same conclusion, so as not to derive any 
additional confirmation from the other ; — still, I say, it may some- 
times be advisable to state both, because, of two propositions equally 
true, one man may deny or be ignorant of the one, while he admits 
the other; and another masayviee versa. 

From what has been said; it may easily be seem thaA all Dilemmas 
are in fact eondUumal Syllogisms; and that Disjunctive Syllogisms 
may also be reduced to the form of Conditionals ; but as it has been 
remarked, that all Reasoning whatever may uUimaiily be brought 
to the one test of Aristotle's " Dictum," it remains to show how a 
Conditional Syllogism may be thrown into such a form, that that 
test will at once apply to it ; and this is called the 

BedtioHon of MfpoUhetkais} 

§6. 

For this purpose we must consider every Conditional Proposition 
as a Universal-affirmative categorical Proposition, of which the 
Terms asQ entire Propositions, viz. the antecedent answering to the 
Subject, and the consequent to the Predicate* M, G. The Proposi- 
tion " if A is B, X is Y" may be considered as amounting to this ; 

1 Aldrieh haa stated, toimwhat rashly, that Chap. Ill; but then be has niifortuiiately 

Arwtotle utterly despised Hypotbetioal Syllo- omitted to teaeh us how to redaee the Hypo- 

gisms, and thence made no mention of them, theticals to this form ; except in the case 

M'e cannot, however, considering how large a where the Antecedent and Consequent ohanoe 

portion of his works is lost, draw any condu- to have each the same Subject ; in which case 

sion from the mere absence of a treatise on this he tells us to take the minoif Premiss and 

branch , in the portion which has come down Conclusion as an Snthymenie, and fill ^at up 

to us. categorically ; «. g. " If CsBsar was a tyrant, 

Aldrich obserres, that no hypothetical argn- he deserved death ; he was a tyrant, therefore 

ment is valid which cannot be reduced to a he deserved death ;" which may easily be 

eat^orical form ; and this is evidently agree- rednced to a categorical form, by taking as a 

able to what has been said at the beginning of major Premiss, " all tyrant* deeerw death.'* 
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**The case [or supposition] of A being B, is a case of X being Y.'* 
And then, to say (as in the Minor-premiss and the Conclusion, of a 
constructive-conditional syllogism) ** A is B, and therefore X is Y," 
is equivalent to saying '' the present [or the existing] case is a case 
of A bein^ B ; therefore this is a case of X being Y." Again, 
to say, " if Louis is a good King, France is likely to prosper/* is 
equivalent to saying, ** The case of Louis being a good king, is a 
case of France being likely to prosper; " and if it he granted as a 
minor Premiss to the Conditional Syllogism, that " Louis is a good 
king ;" that is equivalent to saying, *' the present case is the case 
of Louis being a good king," from which you will draw a conclusion 
in Barbara, (viz. ** the present case is a case of France being likely 
to prosper,") exactly equivalent to the original Conclusion of the 
Conditional Syllogism: viz, ** France is likely to prosper." As the 
Constructive Conditional may thus be reduced to Barbara, so may 
the Destructive, in like manner, to CelarerU : e, g, ** If the Stoics 
are right, pain is no evil ; but pain is an evil ; therefore the Stoics 
are not right;" is equivalent to -7— "The case of the Stoics being 
right, is the case of pain being no evil ; the present case is not the 
case of pain being no evil ; therefore the present case is not the 
case of the Stoics being right." This is Camestres, which, of course, 
is easily reduced to Celareni, Or, if you will, all Conditional Syl- 
logisms may be reduced to Barbara, by considering them all as 
Constructive ; which may be done, as mentioned above, by ** con- 
verting by negation" [contraposition] the major Premiss. [See 

The reduction of Hypotheticals may alwajrs be effected in the 
manner above stated; but as it produces a circuitous Abridged ibnn« 
awkwardness of expression, a more convenient form may of reduction of 
in some cases be substituted. H. O. In the example *'yp*>'*»«"«^- 
above, it may be convenient to take **true*^ for one of the Terms : 
" that pain is no evil is not true ; that pain is no evil is asserted by 
the Stoics ; therefore something asserted by the Stoics is not true." 
Sometimes again it may be better to unfold the argument into two 
Syllogisms : e. g, in a former example ; first, Louis is a good king ; 
the governor of France is Louis ; therefore the governor of France 
is a good king." And then, second^ ** every country governed by 
a good king is likely to prosper," &c. 

But wh«n (as is often the oaie) the Antecedent the same eharaoter with the dreams of Al- 
and Consequent hare not each the same sab- ohymy, Dem(MU>logy, «nd judlcial-AstroIo^. 
Ject, (as in the very example he glTCS, " If A Such a mistake is surely the less inexcusable 
is B, Cls D,") he gires no rale tat rsdncinf in a learner, wlien his master first ifemon«rrat«s 
such a Syllogism as has a Premiss of this kind; the ralidity of a certain argument, and then 
and indeed leads us to suppose that it is to be tells him that after all it is good for nothing; 
rgected as inT»Ud, though he has just before {prorsus repudiandum.) 
demonstrated its Talidity. In the late editions of Aldzich's Logic, all 
And this is likely to have been one among that he says of the veduetion of Hypotbeti- 
the Tarious causes which oocasion many learn- cals Is omitted ; which certainly would have 
ers to regard the whole system of Logic as a been an improTement, if a more correct one 
ftring of idle rererieSf having nothing true, had been substituted ; but as H Is, there is a 
•abstantial, or praotleally osefni in it j Dut of complete hiatus in tiw i^stem. 
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A Dilemma may of course (see § 5,) be reduced into two or more 
categorical Syllogisms. 

When the Antecedent and Consequent of a Conditional have each 
the same Subject, you may sometimes reduce the Conditional by 
merely substituting a categorical Major-Premiss for the conditional 
one : e, g. instead of " if Caesar was a tyrant, he deserved death ; he 
was a tyrant, therefore he deserved death ;" you may put for a 
major, ** all tyrants deserve death ; " &c. But it is of no great 
consequence, whether Hypotheticals are reduced in the. most neat 
and concise manner or not ; since it is not intended that they should 
be reduced to Categoricals, in ordinary practice, as the readiest way 
of trying their validity, (their own rules being quite sufficient for 
that purpose ;) but only that we should be Me, if required, to subject 
any argument whatever to the test of Aristotle's Dictum, in order 
to show that all reasoning turns upon one simple principle. 

0/ Enthymeme, Sorites, dc. 

§7- 

There are various abrid^d forms of Argument which may be 
easily expanded into regular Syllogisms ; such as, 1st. 
ymeme. ^^ Enthymeme^ which is a Syllogism with one Pre- 
miss suppressed. As all the terms will be found in the remaining 
Premiss and Conclusion, it will be easy to fill up the Syllogism by 
supplying the Premiss that is wanting, whether Major or Minor : 
e. g, " Caesar was a tyrant ; therefore he deserved death." " A free 
nation must be happy ; therefore the English are happy." 

This is the ordinary form of speaking and writing. It is evident 
that Enthymemes may be filled up hypothetically. 

It is to be observed, that the Enthymeme is not strictly syllo- 
gistic ; i, e. its conclusiveness is not apparent from the mere form of 
expression, till the suppressed Premiss shall have been, either 
actually or mentally supplied. The expressed Premiss may be true, 
and yet the Conclusion false. 

The Sorites, on the other hand, is strictly Syllogistic ; as may be 
seen by the examples. If the Premises stated be true, the conclu- 
sion must be true. For, 

2d. When you have a string of Syllogisms, in the first figure, 
in which the Conclusion of each is made the Premiss of the next, 
till you arrive at the main or ultimate Conclusion of all, you may 
Soriten. sometimes state these briefly, in the form called Sorites; 
in which the Predicate of the first proposition is made 
the Subject of the next ; and so on, to any length, till finally the 
Predicate of the last of the Premises is predicated (in the Conclu- 

1 The word BnthTmeine is emplored in a different Mnaa from thif , by AriatoUe, in Bhet. B. 
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sion) of the Subject of the first : e. g, A. (either every A, or some 
A) is B, every B is C, every C is D, every D is E ; therefore A is 
E ; or else " no D is E ; therefore A is not E." " The English are 
a brave people ; a brave people are free ; a free people are happy, 
therefore the English are happy." A Sorites, then, has as many 
Middle -terms as there are intermediate Propositions between the 
first and the last ; and consequently, it may be drawn out into as 
many separate Syllogisms ; of which the first will have, for its major 
Premiss f the second, and for its minjor, the Jirst, of the Propositions 
of the Sorites ; as may be seen by the example. The reader will 
perceive also by examination of that example, and by framing 
others, that the first proposition in the Sorites is the only minor 
premiss that is expressed ; when the whole is resolved into distinct 
syllogisms, each conclusion becomes the minor premiss of the 
succeeding syllogism. Hence, in a Sorites, the Jlrst proposition, 
and that alone, of all the premises, may be particular ; because in 
the first Figure the minor may be particular, but not the major ; 
(see Chap. Ill, § 4,) and all the other propositions; prior to the 
conclusion, are major premises. It is also evident that there may 
be, in a Sorites, one, and only one, negative premiss, viz, the last : for 
if any of the others were negative, the result would be that one of 
the Syllogisms of the Sorites would have a negative minor premiss ; 
which is (in the 1st Fig.) incompatible with correctness. See Chap* 

m. § 4. 

To the Sorites the " Dictum" formerly treated of may be applied, 
with one small addition, which is self-evident. ** What- AppUcaekm of 
ever is affirmed or denied of a whole Class, mav be the nictnm to 
affirmed or denied of whatever is comprehended in [any •<>'«• 
Class thai is wholly comprehended in\ that Class. This sentence, 
omitting Uie portion enclosed in brackets you will recognize as the 
** Dictum" originally laid down : and the words in brackets supply 
that extension of it which makes it applicable to a ** Sorites," of 
whatever length ; since it is manifest that that clause might be 
enlarged as far as you will, into " a Class that is wholly compre- 
hended in a Class, which again is wholly comprehended in another 
Class," &c. 

A string of Conditional Syllogisms^ may in like manner 
be abridged into a Sorites ; e. g, if A is B, C is D ; if C soST*"***^ 
is D, E is F ; if E is F, G is H ; but A is B, therefore 
G is H. "If the Scriptures are the word of God, it is important 
that they should be well explained ; if it is important, <fec. they 
deserve to be diligently studied ; if they deserve, &c. an order of 
men should be set aside for that purpose ; but the Scriptures tfre 
the word, &c. ; therefore an order of men should be set aside for 

1 Ueno6 it in oTldent how injadicSous an Borltet and Enthrmeme befbra thoy 
arrangement ha« been adopted by fbnner on tfaie rabjeet of HjrpothetlealB. 
vritect on Logic, who b«f<e ttvated of the 
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the purpose," &c. In a destructive Sorites, you, of course, go 
back from the denial of the last consequent to the denial of the first 
antecedent : '* G is not H ; therefore A is not B." 

The foregoing are all the forms in which Reasoning can be ex- 
hibited ayllogistically ; i, e. so that its yaliditj shall be manifest 
from the mere form of expression. 

Those who have spoken of Induction or of Example as a distinct 

kind of Argument in a Logical point of view, have 
KMrnpto*!****' fallen into the common error of confounding Logical 

with Bhetorical distinctions, and have wandered from 
their subject as much as a writer on the orders of Architecture 
would do who should introduce the distinction between buildings 
of brick and of marble. Logic takes no cognizance of Induction^ for 
instance, or of a priori reasoning, &c., as distinct Fotwa of argu- 
ment ; for when thrown into the syllogistic form, and when letters 
of the alphabet are substituted for the Terms (and it is thus that 
an Argument is properly to be brought under the cognizance of 
Loffic), there is no distinction between them. E, Q, " A Property 
which belonffs to the ox, sheep, deer, goat, and antelope, belongs 
to all horned animals ; rumination belongs to these ; therefore to 
all." ^f bis, which is an inductive argument, is evidently a Syllo- 
gism in Barbara. The essence of an inductive argument, as well 
as of other kinds which are distinguished from it, consists not in 
the form of the Argument, but in the relation which the Subject- 
matter of the Premises bear to that of the CJonclusion.* 

3d. There are various other abbreviations commonly used, which 

are so obvious as hardly to call for explanation : as 

where one of the Premises of a Syllogism is itself the 
Conclusion of an Enthymeme, which is expressed at the same 
time ; e. g. " All useful studies deserve encouragement ; Logic is 
such (since it kelps us to reason accurately ;) therefore it deserves 
encouragement ;" here the Minor-premiss is what is called an En- 
thpnem^ic sentence.^ 

And it may be added, that such a sentence will sometimes be in 

the form, not of a Proposition, but of an Exclamation, 
infl'^SunSS.*' — ^ Question, — or a Command ; and yet will be such 

as readily to suggest to the mind a proposition. 
For instance, in some of the examples lately given, one might 
say (in place of one of the Propositions) " Choose which you will 
of these two suppositions;" or "Who can doubt that so and so 
follows?" 

1 See Rhetoric^ Part T, Ch. II, $ 6. Nothing Dissertation on the Provinee of Reasoning, 

probablyiias tended more to foster the pre- Ch. I. 

vailiog error of considering Syllogism as a 2 The antecedent in the Minor-premiss (t. e. 

partieular kind of argument, than the inac- that which makes it Enthymematic) is cailed 

euracy just noticed ; which appears in all or by Aristotle the FrosnUogisni. 
moat of the logical works extant^ Se* 
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The message to Pilato from his wife* furnishes an instance of 
a single word ("just") suggesting a Major-premiss, while the 
Conclusion is stated in the form of an exhortation: "Have thou 
nothing to do with that just man." And the succeeding sentence 
must have been designed to convey a hint of Argument for the 
Proof of each of the Premises on which the Conclusion rested. 

And here it may be observed that the usual practice of selecting 
for examples, in Logical treatises, such arguments as hardly even 
an ignorant clown, or a child, would need to state at full length, 
and which the slightest hint would sufficiently suggest to any one, 
has contributed to the prevailing mistake of supposing that Syllo- 
gisms, universally, are mere trifling ; the fact, that all arguments 
are, substantially, syllogistic, being overlooked. It is Things need, 
worth remarking however in this place, that the further ^°« p'®®' '° 
any one advances, in intellectual cultivation, generally, be Mif^ewSiX 
or in any particular department, he will have less and ^ *»o'*»er- 
less need, (not, of argumentation altogether, but) of such argu- 
ments as are needful for a beginner. To this last, many propositions 
may need to be proved at full length, which, to one further advanced, 
require only to have the proofs hinted at, and which to one still 
moi-e advanced need merely to be stated as propositions, or, ulti- 
mately, not even that; being sufficiently suggested to the mind by 
the mere mention of one of the terms. And hence the proverbial 
expression, that ** a word is enough to the wise." 

It is evident that you may, for brevity, substitute for any t^rm 
an equivalent: as in an example above, **it** for "Logic;" 
''such:' for "a useful study," &c. The doctrine of ^"*^^•°'•• 
Conversion, laid down in the Second Chapter, furnishes many equiv- 
alent propositions, since each is ecj^uivalent to its illative Converse. 
The division of nouns also (for which see Chap. V,) supplies many 
equivalents ; e. g, if A is the genus of B, B must be a species of A: 
if A is the cause of B, B must be the effect of A, (&c. 

4th. And many Syllogisms, which at first sight appear faulty, 
will often be found, on examination, to contain correct gyuogisms ap. 
reasoning, and consequently, to be reducible to a reg- i»rentiy incor* 
ular form ; e, g.^ when you have, apparently, negative "*'' 
Premises, it may happen, that by considering one of them as affir- 
mative, (see Chap. II, § 4,) the Syllogism will be regukr ; e.g. ''no 
man is happy who is not secure : no tyrant is secure ; therefore no 
tyrant is happy," is a Syllogism in Celarent. If this experiment be 
tried on a Syllogism which has really negative Premises, the only 
effect will be to change that fault into another : viz. an excess of 
Terms, or (which is substantially the same) an undistributed 
Middle ; e. g. "an enslaved people is not happy; the English are 
not enslaved; therefore they are happy:" if "enslaved" be 

I Mmtt. zzTii, 19. 
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regarded as one of the Terms, and "not enslaved" as another, 
there will manifestly be four. Hence one may see how very little 
difference there is in reality between the different faults which are 
enumerated. 

Sometimes there will appear to be too many terms ; and yet there 
will be no fault in the Reasoning, only an irregularity in the ex- 
pression : e. g. "no irrational agent could produce a work which 
manifests design ; the universe is a work which manifests design ; 
therefore no irrational agent could have produced the universe. " 
Strictly speaking, this Syllogism has five terms ; but if you look to 
the meanmg, you will see, that in the first Premiss, (considering it 
as a part of this argument) it is not, properly, " an irrational 
agent" that you are speaking of, and of which you predicate 
that it could not produce a work manifesting design ; but rather 
it is this " work, " &c. of which you are speaking, and of which it 
is predicated that it could not be produced by an irrational agent ; 
if, then, you state the Propositions in that form, the Syllogism will 
be perfectly regular. (See above, § 1.) 

Thus, such a Syllogism as this "every true patriot is disinter- 
ested ; few men are disinterested ; therefore few men are true 
patriots ; " might appear at first sight to be in second Figure, and 
faulty ; whereas it is Barbara, with the Premises transposed ; for 
you do not really predicate of " few men, " that they are " disin- 
terested, " huioi ^* disinterested persons,^* that they are **few. " 
Again ** none but candid men are good reasoners ; few infidels are 
candid ; few infidels are good reasoners. " In this it will be most 
convenient to consider the Major-premiss as being, "all good reas- 
oners are candid, " (which of course is precisely equipollent to its 
illative converse by negation ;) and the Minor-premiss and Con- 
clusion may in like manner oe fairly expressed thus — " most 
infidels are not candid ; therefore most infidels are not good 
reasoners : " which is a regular Syllogism in Camestres} Or, if 
you would state it in the first Figure, thus : those who are not can- 
did for uncandid] are not good reasoners : most infidels are not 
candid ; most infidels are not good reasoners. " 

1 The reader is to obeerre th»t the term is a sign of distribution ; it is merely a 

employed as the Subject of the Minor- compendious eipression for " the greater 

premiss, and of the conclusion, is ** most- part of. '* 
vifldels : " he is not to suppose that '' most" 
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Chap. V. 

SUPPLEMENT TO CHAP, i. 

{This Supplement may he studied either before or after the preceding 
three Chapters,'] 

§!• 

Thb usual division of nouns into univocal, equivocal^ and ana- 
loffous, and into nouns of the first and second intention, unirocai 
are not, strictly speaking, divisions of words, but divi- Kquivocai/ 
sions of the ma.nner of employing them ; the same word Analogous, 
may be employed either univocally, equivocally, or analogously ; 
either in the First-intention, or in the Second. The ordinary logical 
treatises often occasion great perplexities to the learner, by not 
noticing this circumstance, but rather leading him to suppose the 
contrary. (See Book III, § 8.) Some of those other divisions of 
nouns, which are the most commonly in use, though not appro- 
priately and exclusively belonging to the Logical system, — i.e. to 
the theory of reasoning, — it may be worth while briefly to notice 
in this place. 

Let it be observed, then, that a term expresses the view we 
take of an object. And its being viewed as an object, t. e. as one, 
or again as several, depends on our arbitrary choice ; e. g, we may 
consider a " troop of cavalry " as one object ; or we may make 
any single " horse with its rider, " or any ** separate man " or horse, 
or any limb of either, the subject of our thoughts. 

1 . When then any one object is considered according to its ac- 
tual existence, as numerically one, the name denoting it gineui«r 
is called Singular /as, ** this tree," the " city of Lon- and common 
don," <fec. When it is considered as to its nature and **"°"' 
character only, as being of such a description as might equally apply 
to other single objects, the inadequate or incomplete view (see B. I, 
8 3, and § 6,) thus taken of an individual, is expressed by a 
Common-term; as "tree," "city," " minister-of-state." 

2. When any object is considered as a part of a whole, viewed in 
reference to the whole or to another part, of a more com- Absolute 
plex object of thought, the name expressing this view is a^d 
called Relative: and to Relative-term is opposed Absolute; k«i»'*v«- 
as denoting an object considered as a whole, and without reference 
to any thing of which it is a part, or to any other part distin- 
guished from it. Thus " Father " and " Son, " " Rider, " "Com- 
mander," <fec. are Relatives ; bein? regarded, each as a part of the 
complex objects, Father-and-Son, &c. ; the same object designated 
absolutely, would be termed a Man, Living*Being, <&c. 
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Nouns are Correlative to each other, which denote objects related 
to each other, and viewed a« to that relation. Thus, 
comdatiTe though a King is a ruler of men, " King " and ** Man '* 
are not correlative, but "King" and Siibject, are. 

3. When there are two views which cannot be taken of one 

single object at the same time, the terms expressing 
aad'o^lte. ^bese views are said to be Opposite, or Inconsistent 

[repugnantia] ; as, ** black," and "white ;" when both 
may be taken from the same object at the same time, they are called 
Consistent, or Compatible [convenientia] ; as "white/' and "cold." 
Relative terms are Opposite, only when applied with reference to 
the same Subject : as, one may be both Master and Servant ; 
but not at the same time to the same person. 

4. When the notion derived from the view taken of any object, 

is expressed with a reference to, or as in conjunction 
anddbstMct. with, the objcct that furnished the notion, it is expressed 

by a Concrete term ; as, " foolish," or " fool ; " when 
without any such reference, by an Abstract * term, as " folly." 

5. When a term applied to some object is such as to imply in 

its signification some '* attribute '* belonging to that 
connototwe " object, such a term is called by some of the early logical 
and Absolute Writers " Connotative;** but would perhaps be more con- 
Soitivi^"' veniently called "^«rt5tt^*t;c." It "connotes," t. e. 
"notes along with " the object [or implies^ something 
considered as inherent therein: as "The capital of France;" 
"The founder of Rome." The founding of Rome, is, by that 
appellation ** attributed " to the person to whom it is applied. 

A term which merely denotes an object without implying any 
attribute of that object is called ** Absolute " or " Non-connotative;" 
as "Paris;" "Romulus." The last terms denote respectively 
the same objects as the two former ; but do not, like them, connote 
[implj/ in their signification] any attribute of those individuals. 

Every Concrete-common-term is ♦* attributive, " [connotative] 
whether in the adjective^ or substantive form ; as "Man," "human," 
"triangle," "triangular," "saint," "holy:" for "man," e. y. 
or " human, " are appellations denoting, not the a&rUnUe itself 
which we call "human-nature," but a Being to which such a 
term is applied in reference to, and by viriue of, its possessing 
that attribute. An Abstract-common-term, being^ the name 
of an Attribute-itself — as " human-nature, ** " triangularity, " 
"holiness," — is "Absolute" [non-connotative] except where 
there is an attribute of an attribute implied in the term, 
as the term " fear " e. g* may be considered as implying some 

1 It is unfortunate that some writers haTA difference in reference to the present sub- 
Introduoed the fashion of calling aXL " Com- ject. Indeed, in Oreek and in Latin it often 
non-terms " wl&jtract-terms. happens that a word mi^ be reckoned eitdiee 

2 Some logical writers confine the word adjectire or SttbataBtiTB; as *'8tultus,'^ or 
to adj*tiiiiu\ biit OMVf Mm# BO MMitial <'hDspM.» 
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kopg of escape ; without which the apprehension of evil would be 
called ** despair. " 

It is to be observed that many a term is employed — and to a 
certain degree, correctly employed, e. i, not m^applied — by per- 
sons who do not clearly and fully take in its signification ; — who 
do not know, or do not bring before their minds, exactly what is 
implied [connoted] by it. £, G, A child learns to apply the 
term ** money " to the bits of metal he sees pass from hand to 
hand, long before he has any clear notion (which some never 
fully attain) of what it is that constitutes *' money, " and is 
implied [connoted] by the term. So also it is conceivable that a 
person might, under certain circumstances, know perfectly whcU 
individual* are Aldermen, Senators, ^c, while he had but a 
very vague and imperfect notion of the Office which such a 
term implies. And such a familiariiy as this with any term, 
(together with one's being able to comprehend processes of reasoning 
in which it occurs) tends to conceal from men their imperfect 
apprehension of its signification, and thus often leads to confusion 
of thought^ and error. (See B. IV, Ch. IV, § 2.) 

6. A term which denotes a certain view of an object as being 
actually taken of it, is called Positive : as " ^ech " . 
*' a man speaking ; " a term denoting, that this view VrirLin' 
fnight conceivabiy be taken of the object, but is^ not, is Jj^* ^i^^ 
Privative; as ** dumbness," a "man silent," &o.^ That 
which denotes that such a notion is not and couid not be formed of 
the object, is called iYb^AVe / as, *'adnmb statue," a ''lifeless 
carcas," &c. 

Many negative-terms which are such vn sense only, have led to 
confusion of thought, from their real character being imperfectly 
perceived. H, O. " Liberty, " which is a purely negajtwe term, 
denoting merely ''absence of restraint, " is sometimes confouBded 
with " Power. "^ 

It is to be observed that the same term may be regarded either 
as Positive, or as Privative or Negative, according to the quality or 
character which we are referring to in our minds : thus, of "happy'* 
and " miserable, " We may regard the former as Positive, and tiie 
latter (unhappy) as Privative ; or vice versa ; according as we are 
thinking of enjoyment or of suffering. 

1 Kaxtj PiiTatlT0 epitbete u« raeh that "ereryman is a liwiag eNatntv; Boililof 

by a little ingvnaity Um appUcation of them dead is a liring' cfsature ; thwefbre no man 

may b« represented as an aosordity. Thus, is dead!** 

WalUs's remark (introdaoed in this treatise) 3 An extension of a man^s power (as 
that a Jest is generally a mock-fimaey, i,e. Tacker has obserred in hb ** Light of Na- 
alUlaey not designed to deeeive, but so pal- ture") may be the means of diminishfaig 
pable as only to furnish amusement, might be his "liberty;" as the liberty of a helpless 
ppeeloBsly eondemned as inTolring a con- paralytie is not abridged by locking th« 
tradietion : for '' the deiign to deceive -' it door of his room ; though it would be, if 
night be said, **is essential to a fallacy." In he were to recorer the use of his limbi. 
the same way it might be argued that it is See a notioe of the word **apsrtare " in $ 6» 
> ^ ^p^^ ^ u^ ^g^ uaa;" e.g. Bisay 1, IstSwies. 
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7. A PriTatiye or Negative term is also called Ind^mU [infini- 
Definite and tum] in respect of its not defining and marking out an 
indefinite. object : in contradistinction to this, the Positive term is 
called Definite [finitum] because it does thus define or mark out. 
Thus, "organized Being," or "Caesar," are called Definite, as 
marking out, and limiting our view to, one particular class of Beings, 
or one single person ; " unorganized, " or " not-C»sar»" are called 
Indefinite, as not restricting our view to any class, or individual, 
but only excluding one, and leaving it undetermined, what other 
individual the thing so spoken of may be, or what vother class it 
may belong to. 

It is to be observed, that the most perfect opposition between 
conttEdiotorj ^rms cxists between any two which dififer only in 
opposition of respectively wanting and having the particle not (either 
terma. exprcssly, or in sense) attached to them ; as, orgamzed ; ' ' 

and ** not-organized ; " " corporeal, " and " incorporeal. " For riot 
only is it impossible for both these views to be taken at once of the 
same thing, but also, it is impossible but that one or other should 
be applicable to every object ; as there is nothing that can be both, 
so there is nothing that can be neiiher. Every thing that can be even 
conceived, must be either "Caesar, "or " not- Caesar ; " — either 
" corporeal, " or " incorporeal. " And in this way a complete 
twofold division may be made of any subject, being certain (as the 
expression is) to exhaust it. And the repetition of this process, so 
as to carry on a subdivision as far as there is occcasion, is thence 
called by Logicians "abscissio infiniti ; " i, e, the repeated cutting 
oflF of that which the object to be examined lanot; e, g, "1. This 
disorder either is, or is not, a dropsy ; and for this or that reason, 
it is not ; 2. Any other disease either is, or, is not, gout ; this is 
not; then, 3. It either is, or is not, consumption," &c. This 
procedure is very common in AristoUe's works. (See B. II, Ch. 

Such terms may be said to be in Contradictory-opposition to each 
other. 

On the other hand. Contrary terms, t. e. those which, coming 
Co trarv te ^^^^"^ wm<^ ouc class, are the moet diflferent of all that 

ntrary ""• ^^i^^g to that class, as " wise " and "foolish" both 
denoting mental habits, are opposed, but in a dijQTerent manner : for 
though boUi cannot be applied to the same object, there m&y be other 
objects to which neither can be applied : nothing can be at once 
both " wise " and " foolish ; " but a stone cannot be either. 

§2. 

The notions expressed by Common-terms, we are enabled (as 
has been remarked in the Analytical Outline) to form, by the faculty 
of abstraction : for by it, in contemplating any object (or objects,) 
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we can attend exclusively to some particular circumstances belonging 
to it, [some certain parts of its nature as it were,] and quite with- 
hold our attention from the rest. When, therefore, q^^^j^^ 
we are thus contemplating several individuals which *** 

resemble each other in some part of their nature, we can (by 
attending to that part alone, and not to those points wherein they 
dififer) assign them one common name, which will express or stand 
for them merely as iJEtr as they all agree ; and which, of course, will 
be applicable to all or any of them; (which process is called 
ffener<dization) and each of these names is called a common-term, 
from its belonging to them all alike ; or a predicable, p-^u-vi 
because it may be predicated-affirmatively of them, or 
of any of them. (See B. I, § 3.) 

Generalization (as has been remarked) implies Abstraction ; but 
it is not the same thing ; for there may be abstraction without 
generalization. When we are speaking of an Individual, it is 
usually an abstract notion that we foion ; e, g. suppose we are 
speaking of the present King of France ; he must actually he either 
at Paris or elsewhere ; sitting, standing, or in some other posture ; 
and in such and such a dress, <fec. Yet many of these circumstances, 
(which are separaUe Accidents,^ and consequently) which are 
regarded as non-esserdicU to the individual, are quite disregarded by 
us ; and we abstract from them what we consider as essential ; thus 
forming an abstract notion of the Individual. Yet there is here no 
generalization. 

§3. 

The following is the account usually given in logical treatises of 
the dififerent kinds [heads] of Predicables ; but it cannot be admitted 
without some considerable modifications, explanations and correc- 
tions, which will be subjoined. 

Whatever term can be affirmed of several things, must express 
either their whole essence, which is called the Species ; speciM. 

or 2k part of their essence {yiz, either the material part, Smou. 

which is called the Genus, or the formal and dtstin- WffwwnUa. 
guishing part, which is called Differentia, or in common discourse, 
characteristic) or some thing joined to the essence; whether 
necessarily (i. e, to the whole species, or, in other 
words, universally, to every individual of it,) which ^S2t! 
is called a Property: or contingently (t. e. to some 
individuals only of the species), which is an Accident. 

18ee$6. 
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Of these predicables, genus and species, are commonly said, in 
tlie language of logicians, to be predicated in qwd ; (t-i*) t. e, to 
answer to the question, " What ? " as ** What is Cesar ? " Answer, 
'* a man ; " " what is a man ? " Answer, " an animal ; " Difference, 
in *' quale quid ; " (no^op *i) Property and Accident in quale (^cotop.) 

It is evident from what has been said, that the Genus and 
Difference put together make up the Species. H, O, 
"Rational" and "animal" constitute "man;" so spectes-*e!S? 
that, in reality ^ the Species contains the Genus [t. e. ^^**J**» *" *'" 
implies it ;] and when the Genus is called a whole, and 
is said to contain the Species, this is only a metaphorical expression, 
signifying that it comprehends the Species in its own more extensive 
signification. If for instance I predicate the term " animal " of an 
individual man, as Alexander, I speak truth indeed, but only such 
a, portion of the truth that I might equally predicate the same term 
of his horse Bucephalus. If I predicate the terms " Man " and 
" Horse " of Alexander' and of Bucephalus respectively, I use a 
more full and complete expression for each than the term " animal ; " 
and this last is accordingly the more extensive, as it contains, [or> 
more properly speaking, comprehends] and may be applied to, 
several different Species ; viz. : " bird," " beast," " fish," <fec. 

In the same manner the name of a species is a more extensive 
[t. e. comprehensive] but less full and complete term than that of an 
individual (viz, a Singular-term ;) since the Species may be 
predicated of each of these. 

" The iriipression produced on the mind by a Singular Term, 
may be compared to the distinct view taken in by the eye, of any 
object (suppose some particular man) near at hand, in a clear 
light, which enables us to distinguish the features of the individual : 
in a fetinter light, or rather ferther off, we merely perceive that the 

1 Bee below, f 4. 
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object is a man : this corresponds with the idea convejed bj the 
name of the Species : yet iJEtrther ojQT, or in a still feebler light, we 
can distinguish merely some living object; and at length merely 
9ome object ; these views correspondng respectively with the terms 
denoting the Genera, less or more remote." ^ 

Hence it is plain that when logicians speak of '' Species " as 
'^ expressing the whole eesence of its subjects," this is not strictly 
correct, unless we understand by the " whole essence " the "whole 
that any comnum-term can express : " — the " nearest approach to 
the whole essence of the individual that any term (not synonymous 
with the Subject) can denote." No predicate can express, strictly, 
the tc^ioie essence of its Subject, unless it be merely another name, 
of the very same import, and co-extensive with it ; as ** Cesar was 
the conqueror of Pompey." 

But when logicians speak of Species as a "whole," this is, 
properly, in reference to the Genus and the Difference ; each of 
which denotes a " part " of that Species which we constitute by 
joining those two together. But then, it should be remembered 
that a Species is not a predicable in respect of its Genus and 
Difference (since it cannot be predicated of them) but only in 
respect of the Individuals, or lower Species, of which it can be 
predicated. 

§4. 

A Species then, it is plain, when predicated of Individuals, 
Sabaiterage- stauds in the same relation to them, as the Genus to 
nos and species the Species ; and when predicated of other (lower) 
Species, it is then, in respect of these, a Genus, while it is a Species 
in respect of a higher Genus ; as " quadruped," which is a 
species of "animal," is a Genus in respect of "horse;" which 
latter again may be predicated of Bucephalus and of other individu- 
als. Such a term is called a snhaltem Species or Genus; being 
each, in respect of different other terms, respectively. 

A Genus that is not considered as a species of any thinff, is called 

Highest Genus ^wwi'Wttwi (the highest) Genus ; a Species Siat is not 

•ndiowest Considered as a ffent^ of any thing, — t. e, is regarded 

'***^' as containing under it only individtuds, — is called 

if^ma (the lowest) Species. 

When I say of a Magnet, that it is "a kind of iron-ore,'* that is 
called its proximum-genus, because it is the closest [or lowest] 
genus that is predicated of it : "mineral " is its more remote genus. 

When I say that the Differentia of a magnet is its " attracting 
Specific DiSnw »V(w," and that its Property is ** polarity,** these are 
•j«j««J called respectively a Specific Difference and Property ; 

^*'*^" because magnet is (I have supposed) an infima species 

[i. e. only a species.] 

1 Rhet. Put DT, Chap. H, $ 1. 
10 
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When I say that the Differentia of iron ore is its " c<mtaining 

ircn,'' and its Property, ** being aUracUd by the magnet t'* these are 

Generic Differ. <5alled respectively, a generic DiiOference and Property, 

ence and because '* iron-ore " is a suballem Species or Genus ; 

roperty. being both the genua of magnet, and a species of mineral. 

It should be observed here, that when logicians speak of 
Property and Accident as predicables expressing, not the Essence, 
or part of the Essence of a subject, but something united to the 
Essence, this must be understood as having reference not to the 
nature of things, as they are in themselves, but to our conceptions 
of them. "Polarity" for instance is as much a part of the real 
nature of the substance we call " Magnet," as its " attraction of 
iron ; " and again, a certain shape, color, or specific gravity, as 
much belongs in reality to those magnets which are of that descrip- 
tion, as either polarity, or attraction. But our modes of conceiving, 
and of expressing our conceptions, have reference to the relations 
in which objects stand to our own minds ; and are influenced in 
each instance by the particular end we have in view. That, 
accordingly, is accounted a part of the Essence of any thing, which 
is essential to the notion of it formed in our minds. Thus, if we 
have annexed such auction to the term, Man, that "rationality" 
stands prominent in our minds, in distinguishing Man from other 
Animals, we call this, ^ " Difiference," and a part of the 
** Essence" of the term Man ; though " risibility " be an attribute 
which does not less really belong to Man. So, the primary and 
prominent distinction in our minds of a Triangle from other plane 
rectilineal Figures, is its having three sides ; though the equality 
of its three angles to two right angles, be, in reality, no less 
essential to a triangle. But that this last is the fisict, is demonstrated 
to the learner not till long after he is supposed to have become 
familiar with the notion of a Triangle. 

Hence, in different sciences or arts, different attributes are 
fixed on, as essentially characterizing each species, according as 
this or that is the most important in reference to the matter we 
are engaged in. In Navigation, for instance, the polarity of the 
Magnet is the essential quality ; since if there could be any other 
substance which could possess this, without attracting iron, it 
would answer the same purpose ; but to those manufacturers who 
employ Magnets for the purpose of more expeditiously picking up 
small bits of iron, and for shielding their fisices from the noxious 
steel-dust, in the grinding of needles, the attracting power of the 
Magnet is the essential point. 

Under the head of Property, logicians have enumerated, as may 
be seen in the preceding table, not only such as are strictly called 
Properties, as belonging each to the whole Species of which it is 
predicated, and to that alone, but also, such as belong to the whole 
Species, and to others besides ; in other words. Properties which 
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are univtrtaiy hvii not peculiar ; as "to breathe air** belongs to 
erery man ; but not to man alone ; and it is, therefore, strictly 
speaking, not so much a Property of the Species "man,** as of the 
higher, (». e, more comprehensive,) Species, which is the G^nus 
of that, viz. of '' land-animal.** And it is this that logicians mean 
by ^en«r*c-property. 

Other Properties, as some Logicians call them, are peculiar to 
a species, but do not belong to the whole of it ; e. g, 
man alone can be a poet, but it is not every man that is £^f^^^^' 
so. These, however, are more commonly and more ' 

properly reckoned as accidents^ 

Some have also added a fourth kind of Property ; viz. that which 
is peculiar to a Species, and belongs to every Individual of it, but 
noi at every time. But this is, in fact, a contradiction ; since what- 
ever does not always belong to a Species, does not belong to it 
universally. It is through the ambiguity of words that they have 
fallen into this confusion of thought ; e. y. the example commonly 
given is, "homini canescere ; ** "to become gray** being, they 
say, (though it is not) peculiar to man, and belonging to every 
individual, though not always, but only in old age, &c. Now, if 
by " canescere ** be meant the very state of becoming gray, this 
manifestly does not belong to every man : if again it be meant to 
signify the liability to become gray at some time or other, this does 
belong always to man. And the same in other instances. Indeed 
the very Proprium fixed on by Aldrich, ** risibility, '* is nearly 
parallel to the above. Man is **always capaUe of laughing ; " but he 
is not ** capaUe of laughing always. ** 

That is most properly called an ** Accident, '* which may be 
absent or present, the essence of the Species continuing Aocidwit««ei»- 
the same ; as, for a man to be '' walking, or a '' native nbie and W 
of Paris. ** Of these two examples, the former is what ■•p'™*^* 
logicians call a separable Accident, because it may be separated 
from the iruiividual : (e. g. he may sit down ;) the latter is an 
inseparable Accident, bein^ not separable from the individual, (t. e. 
he who is a native of Pans can never be otherwise ;) "from the 
individual, ** I say, because every cuxident must be separable from 
the species, else it would be & property.^ 

This seems to me a clearer and more correct description of the 
two kinds of Accident than the one given bv Aldrich ; viz. that a 
Separable- Accident may be actually separated, and an Inseparable, 
only in thought, " ut Mantuanum esse, a Virgilio. *' For surely " to 

I. In th« Portnguew language there are when the predleate it a separabU-aeeident, 

two word«, ^' ser '' and **e8tar, botlf answering and " am" in aU otlitr eaaea. E. O, " Sstar 

to the Snglish **tobe;" and foreigners, I in Inghilterra" if **to bein England;" **iS^ 

hate been told, are often much perplexed Ingles" is **to be an Englishman:" "Qoeme?*' 

about the proper use of e«(Bh' I soon found, "who is he?" Quern ««ialaf'' ** who Is 

however, that the role is a logical one, easily there ? " fto. 
mami}ifxp^ : ^f jsstar '' fnriiishea tha eopula 
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be the author of the ^neid " was another Inseparable- Accident of 
the same individual ; " to be a Roman citizen " another; and "to 
live in the days of Augustus" another; now can we in thoughi 
separate all these things from the essence of thai individual? To 
do so would be to form the idea of a different individual. We can 
indeed conceive a maUy and one who might chance to bear the narne 
of Virgil, without any of these Accidents ; but then it would plainly 
not be the same man. But Virgil, whether sitting or standing, <fec. 
we regard as the same man ; the abstract notion which we have 
formed of that individual being unaltered by the absence or presence 
of these separable accidents. (See above, § 2.) 

Let it here be observed, that both the general name *' Predicable, " 

Predicabies *^^ ®*®^ ^^ *^® classes of Predicablcs, [viz. Genus, 
niatiTeiy so Species, d^c.) are relative; i, e. we cannot say wkai 
•*"^ predicidjle any term is, or whether it is any at all, 

unless it be specified of what it is to be predicated : e. g, the term 
**red" would be considered a genua, m relation to the terms 
" pink, " *' scarlet, " Ac: it might be regarded as the differentia^ 
in relation to " red rose ; " — as a property of "blood, " — as an 
accident of "a house," 6se. And in all cases accordingly, the 
Differences or Properties of any lower species will be Accidents in 
Teference to the class they come under. E. O, "malleability" is 
an "accident" in reference to the term "metal;" but it is a 
" property " of gold and most other metals ; as the absence of 
it, — brittleness, — is of Antimony and Arsenic, and several others, 
formerly called Semimetals. 

And universally, it is to be steadily kept in mind, that no " common 
Acommcmterm ^rms" have, as the names of Individuals ["singular 
uotthenftmoof terms"] have, any real thing existing in nature corres- 
one real thing, pending to cach of thcm,^ but that each of them is 
merely a sign denoting a certain inadequate nation which our minds 
have formed of an Individual, and which, consequently, not including 
the notion of "individuality" [nMrnmcoZ-unity] nor any thing 
whei'ein that individual differs m>m certain others, is applicable 
equally well to all, or any of them. Thus " man" denotes no real 
thing (as the sect of the Realists maintained) distinct from each 
individual, but merely any man, viewed inadequately, i, 0. so as to 
omit, and abstract from, all that is peculiar to each individual ; by 
which means the term becomes applicable alike to any one of sev- 
eral individuals, or (in the plural) to several together. 

Unity of a The unity [stnglenesa] or sameness of what isdeno- 
S3o?^°to'Sl *®d ^y * common-term, does not, as in the case of a 
term itaeif only, singular 't/QTm, cousist in the oh;ect itself being (in the 
primary sense) one and the same,^ but in the oneness of the Sign 

1 To^f ti t M Aristotie expresses it; though he has been reproeented as the ehanpion of 
the oppodte opinion; Tide Catag. e. 8. 

2 See Book VI, Chap, ft^ $ 2, and Append. Art '* 8mm.'' 
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itself; which is like a Stamp (for marking bales of goods, or cattle,) 
that impresses on each a similar mark ; called, thence, in the second- 
ary sense, one and the same mark. And just such a stamp, to the 
mind, is a 0>^mmon-term ; which being, itself, one, conveys to each 
of an infinite number of minds an impression precisely similar^ 
and thence called — in the transferred sense, one and the same Idea. 
And we arbitrarily fix on the circumstance which we in each 
instance choose to abstract and consider separately, disregarding all 
the rest ; so that the same ihdiyidual may thus be referred to any of 
several different Species, and the same Species, to several Genera^ 
as suits our purpose. Thus, it suits the Farmer's pur- 
pose to class his cattle with his plows, carts, and other ^JiJSaciSon!! 
possessions, under the name of " stock : " the Naturalist, 
suitably to Aw purpose, classes them as ** quadrupeds,'* which term 
would include wolves, deer, &c., which to the farmer would be a 
most improper classification : the Commissary, again, would class 
them with corn, cheese, fish, <fec., as "provision;" that which is 
most essential in one view, being subordinate in another. 

§6. 

An indimdual is so called because it is incapable of logical 
Division ; which is a metaphorical expression, to signify 
** the distinct [t. e, separate] enumeration of several ^' 

things signified by one common name.*' 

This operation is directly opposite to generalization, (which is 
performed by means of " Abstraction : ") for as, in that, you lay 
aside the differences by which several things are distinguished, so 
as to call them all by one common name, so, in Division, you add 
<m the Differences, so as to enumerate them by their several distinct 
names. Thus, '* mineral " is said to be divided into " stones, 
metals," <&c. ; and metals again into ''gold, iron," drc. ; and these 
are called the Parts [or members] of the division. 

** Division," in its primary sense, means separating from each 
other (either actually, or in enumeration) the parts of Logical diTWoB 
which some really-existing single object consists : as metaphoricaU/ 
when yott divide "an animal" (that is, any single ani- ~ **"•*• 
mal) into its several members ; or again, into its ** bones, muscles> 
nerves, blood-vessels, &c. And so, with any single Vegetable, <&;c. 

Now, each of the|»zr/!9 into which you thus "physically" (as it 
is called) divide an "animal," is strictly and properly a "part," 
and is really less than the whole : for you could not say of a bone, 
for instance, or of a limb, that it is " an Animal." 

But when you "divide" — in the secondary sense of the word 
(or, as it is called, "metaphysically") — "Animal," that is, the 
Qenus " Animal," into Beast, Bird, Fish, Reptile, Insect, ka. each 
of the parts [or " members"] is metaphorically called a "part," 
and is, in another sense, more thiua the whole [the Genus] that is 
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thus divided. For you may say of a Beast or Bird that it is an 
** Animal ; " and the term " Beast" implies not only the term 
** Animal," but something more besides ; namely, whatever " Dif- 
ference" characterizes "Beast," and separates it from "Bird," 
" Fish," <fec. 

And so also any Singular-term [denoting one individual] implies 
not only the whole of what is understood by the Species it belongs 
to, but also more : namely, whatever distinguishes that single object 
from others of ihe same species : as " London" implies all that is 
denoted by the term " City," and also all that distinguishes that 
individual-city. 

The " parts" [" members"] in that figurative sense with which 
we are now occupied, are each of them les9 than the whole, in another 
sense; that is, ox Use comprehensive signification. Thus, the Sin- 
gular-term "Romulus" embracing only an individual-king, is less 
extensive than the Species " King ;" and that, again, less extensive 
than the G^nus " Magistrate," <fec. 

An " individual" then is so called from its being incapMe of 
being (in this figurative sense) divided. 

And though the two senses of the word " Division" are easily 
distinguishable when explained, it is so commonly employed in each 
sense, that through inattention, confusion often ensues. 

We speak as Suniliarly of the " division" of Mankind into the 
several races of " Europeans, Tartars, Hindoos, Negroes, <fec. as of 
the "division" of the Earth into "Europe, Asia, Africa," &c. 
though " the Earth" [or " the World"] is a Sin^lar-term, and 
denotes what we call one individual. And it is plain we could not 
say of Europe, for instance, or of Asia, that it is " a World." But 
we can predicate " Man" of every individual European, Hindoo, ^c. 

And here observe that there is a common colloquial incorrectness 
(increasing the liability to confusion) in the use of the word 
"division," in each of these cases, to denote one of the '* parts,*' 
into which the whole is divided. Thus you will sometimes hear a 
person speak of Europe as one " division " of the Earth ; or of 
such and such a " division " of an Army : meaning ** portion." 
And so again a person will sometimes speak of "anixnals that 
belong to the feline division of the Camivora " (flesh-eating-animals) 
meaning, th&t portion of the Class "Carnivora." 

It is usual when a long and complex course of Division 
iSSon. ^^ ^s ^ ^ stated to draw it out, for the sake of clearness and 
brevity, in a form like that of a genealogical " Tree."^ 
And by carefully examining any specimen of such a " Tree " 
(fi»o^i^g over it repeatedly, and comparing each portion of it with 
the explanations above given) you will hd able perfectly to fix in 
your mind the technical terms we have been explaining. 

1 Sm the MTteion of FAlIaeies, Book UI, $ 4; 
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Take for instance as a '* Summum-genus" the mathematical tenn 

" Plane-superficia l-figure ** 
^ ^ .1. N 

Mixed Figure Rectilinear Curvilinear 

of Reot. and Curv.) Figure Figure 



r N / A 

Triangle ; Quadrilateral, <fec. Circle ; Ellipse, &c. 

Such a "Tree of division " the Student may easily fill up for 
himself. And the employment of such a form will be found 
exceedingly useful in obtaining clear views in any study you are 
engaged m. 

For instance, in the one we have been now occupied with, take for 
a Summum- Genus, " expression ; " (i. «. ** expression-in-language " 
of any such mental-operation as those formerly noticed) you may 
then exhibit, thus, the division and subdivision of — 
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The rules ordinarily given for Division are three : 1st. each of 
the Parts, or any of them short of all, must contain ordiBarr 
leas (i, e, have a narrower signification) than the thing mies for di- 
divided. 2d. All the Parts together must be exactly ^""^^^ 
equal to the thing divided ; therefore we must be careful to ascer- 
tain that the summum genua may be predicated oi every term placed 
under it, and of nothing dae, 3d. The Parts or Members must be 
oppoaed [contradistinguished] ». e, must not be contained in oub 
another : e.g, if you were to divide ** book" into "poetical, historical, 
folio, quarto, french, latin, " (fee. the members would4)e contained 
in each other ; for a french book may be a quarto, or octavo, and 
a quarto, french, english, (fee, (fee. You must be careful, therefore, 
to keep in mind the principle of diviaion with which you set out : 
e. g» whether you begin dividing books according to their matter, 
their language, or their aize, &c. all these being so many croaa- 
diviauma. And when any thing is capable (as in the 
above instance) of being divided in several diflferent diySSia. 

ways, we are not to reckon one of these as the true, or 
real, or right one, without specifying what the object is which we 
have in view : for one mode of dividing may be the most suitable 
for one purpose, and another for another : as e, g, one of the above 
modes of dividing books would be the most suitable to a bookbinder ; 
another in a philosophical, and the other in a philological view. 

It is a iiseful practical rule, whenever you find a discussion of 
any subject very perplexing, and seemingly confused, to examine 
whether some " Cross-division *' has not crept in unobserved. For 
this is very apt to take place ; (though of course such a glaring 
instance as that in the above example could not occur in practice.) 
and there is no more fruitful source of indistinctness and confusion 
of thought. 

When you have an occasion to divide any thing in several 
di fife rent ways, — that is, '* on several principles-of-di vision " — you 
should take care to state distinctly how many divisions you are 
making, and on what principle each proceeds. 

For instance in the '* Tree " above given, it is stated, that 
"Propositions" are divided in different ways, ** according to** this 
and that, drc. And thus the perplexity of Cross- division is avoided. 

Two other rules in addition to those above given, are needful to 
be kept in mind : viz. 4thly, A Division should not be 
"arbitrary;" that is, its Members should be diatin- ^^^jf*®"^ 
guiaked form each other by ** Differences " either 
expressed or readily understood ; instead of being set apart from 
each other at random, or without any sufficient ground. For 
instance, if any one should divide "coins" into "gold-coins," 
"silver, " and "copper, " the ground of this distinction would be 
intelligible : but if he should, m proceeding to subdivide silver- 
coin, distinguish as two branches, on the one side, " shillings," an(l 

n 
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on the other ** all silver-coins except shillings/' this would be an 
arbitrary Division. 

5thly, A Division should be clearly arranged as to its Members : 
that is, there should be as much subdivision as the occasion may 
require ; and not a mere catalogue of the " lowest-species, " omit- 
ting intermediate classes [**stebaltem**] between these and the 
*' highest-genus : " nor again an intermixture of the *' subaltern, " 
and ''lowest- species, " so as to have, in any two branches of the 
division. Species contradistinguished and placed opposite, of which 
the one ought naturally to be placed higher up [nearer the " Sum- 
mum "] anA the other, Jotoer down in the Tree. 

For instance, to divide *' plane-figure " at once, into ** equilateral- 
triangles, squares, circles, ellipses, " &c., or again " vegetable, " 
into '' Elms, '* pear-trees, turnips, mushrooms, ** <&c., or again to 
divide " Animal " into " Birds, Fishes, Reptiles, Horses, Lions," 
dice, would be a transgression of this rule. 

And observe that, (as has been formerly remarked) although 
such glarijig cases as are given by way of examples shoula not occur 
in practice, errors precisely corresponding to them, may, and often 
do occur ; and produce much confusion of thought and error. 

§6. 

Definition is another metaphorical word, which literally signifies, 

*' laying down a boundary ; " and is used in I^gic to 

"* signify "an expression which explains any tferm, so as 

to separate it from every thing else, " as a boundary separates fields. 

In reference to the several modes adopted for furnishing such 

Essential explanation. Logicians distinguish [divide] Definitions 

Md aeeidentai into esseTUiol and accidenttU, They call that an "essen- 

deflnidon. /ia/-definition " which states what are regarded as the 

** constituent parts of the essence " of that which is to be defined ; 

and an acciaental-defmition '* [or Description'] one which lays 

down what are regarded as " circumstances belonging to it ; " viz. 

Properties or Accidents ; such as causes, eflfects, <&c. 

Accidents in the narrowest sense, (as defined above, § 3) cannot, 
it is plain, be employed in a Description [accidential definition] of 
any Species ; since no Accident (in that sense) can belong to the 
whole of a Species, nor consequently furnish an adequate Definition 
thereof. ^ 

In the "description" of an individual^ on the contrary, we 
Beflnitioa employ, not Properties, (which as they do belong to th«i 
of indifiduaifl. ^j^Qje of a Spccics, canuot serve to distinguish one 
individual of that Species from another) but Accidents — generally, 
inseparable-accidents — in conjunction with the Species : as ** Philip 

Sp. 

was a king of Macedon, who subdued Greece ; " ** Britain is an 

Sp. 

Island, situated so and so," <fec. 
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The Essential-definition again is divided into physical [natural] 
and logical [metJ4)hysical] definition : the physical- phydcai 
definition being made by an enumeration of such parts and logical 
as are actually separable, — such as are the hull, definitions, 
masts, &c. of a " Ship ; *' — the root, trunk, branches, bark, 
<fec. of a **Tree;" the Subject, Predicate, and Copula of a 
** Proposition." 

The " /o^tcoZ-definition " consists of the " Genus " and " Differ- 
ence ; " which are called by some writers the " metaphysical " 
[ideal] parts ; as being not two real parts into which an individual' 
object can (as in the former case) be actually divided, but only 
different views taken [notions formed] of a class of objects, by one 
mind. E, O, "A proposition " would be defined, logically, "» 

Oenufl. Diffevenoe. G. 

r ' ' -% r -% / -N 

sentence aflfirming-or-denying : " A "Magnet" "an Iron-ore 
n. 



having attraction for iron ; " a •* Square," a " Rectangle " [right- 

D. 



atigled parallelogram] having equal sides. 

Definitions again have been divided by Logicians into the 
Nominaly which explains merely the meamng of the term 
defined ;» and Real, which explains the nature of the «SXflStiS* 
thing signified by that term. 

This division is evidently according to the direct designed to he 
effected by each definition : the former division, on the other hand 
— into Accidental, Physical, and Logical — being a division 
according to the means employed by each to effect its object. These 
therefore are evidently two " cross-divisions ; "^ a circumstance 
which has been generally overlooked by Logical writers, who have 
thiis introduced confusion and perplexity. 

And here the question may naturally occur to the reader, whether 
there be properly any distinction between nominal and real- 
definition ; — whether the meaning of a Common-term, and the naiure 
of the thing signified by it, are not one and the same ; since the 
object of our thoughts when we employ a Common-term, is — not 
any such " abstract idea '* as some talk of, but — the Term itself ^ 
regarded as a Sign, <feo. as was formerly explained. 

And in truth there are many cases in which there does exist this 
exact coincidence between the meaning of the term and the nature 
of the thing ; so that the same definition which would be rightly 

, haring given as an Instance of that Wallis (from whose work his Is almost 
Definition the absurd one of entirely abridged) expressly says the con- 



1 Aldrieh, 
Nominal 



*« homo, qui ex humo, " has led some to con- trary. Be this as it may, howerer, it is p^in 

elude that the Nomiiaal definition must be that the etymolo^ of a term has nothing to 

Ibnnded on the etymology; or at Ifu^t thai dp with any logieid consideration of it. Pi^ 

such was his meaning. But that ^t ifn» not, % 8, Book lH. 

li iollloieatly plain £rom the eirenmstanee 3 See preoeding $. 
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styled " nominal," as explaining nothing beyond the exact meaning 
of the term, might also be considered as entitled to be called a 
"real- definition," as implying every attribute that can belong to 
the thing signified. Such are all definitions of mathe- 
matical and logical terms, and other technical terms of 
Science. There cannot e. p, be any property of a 
** Circle," or a ** Square," that is not implied in the definitions of 
those terms. Some of these properties may not indeed at once 
occur to a beginner in Mathematics ; and others, not even to one 
somewhat further advanced : but they must all be implied in the 
definitions : and it would be reckoned an impropriety to add e. g, 
to the definition of a Square that it is bisected hy its diagonal : because 
though this might not at once occur to a beginner, and needs to be 
demonstrated, it is demonstrated from the definition : to speak of 
a ''Square divided by its diagonal into unequal parts/' would be 
absurd, — unmeaning, — inconceivable. And the same, with other 
mathematical terms. 

But it is otherwise with terms of a different character, which are 
the names of actually existing substances. There may be attributes 
of the thing signified that are not at all iniplied in the significfttioh 
of the term. U, G. The terni " laurel-water " is u6ed by us in the 
same sense as by our ancestors, to signify *' a liquet distilled from 
laurel-leaves;" though th^ poisonous quality of it was uhknbwn a 
century ago. And so also many discoveries have beetl in^e, and 
others probably will be made, respecting several metals, heavenly- 
bodies, (fee. though the Words "iron," "gold," "star," are 
employed in the same sense as formerly ; — a sense which does not 
imply the properties that have been discovered. 

And any Definition which goes beyond a "nominal-definition," 
t. e. which explains any thing more of the nature of the thing than 
is implied in the name, may be regarded, strictly speaking, as, so 
far, a "real-definition." 

The very word " Definition " however is not usually employed 
in this sense ; btit rathei^, " Description,*' 

Logic is con- Logic is conccmed with nomtnoZ-definition ilone ; 
Nom^Mi'^^defi- ^^^ * ^®^ ^ guard against awhigmtg in th6 use of 

nitions alone. ternlS.' 

To ascertain fully the various properties of animals and vegetables, 
belongs to Physiology ; — of metals, earths, &c. to Chemistry ; and 
so, with other things. 

It is to be observed that the word ** Definition " is sometimes used 
to denote the whole sentence, in which the term defined is conjoined 

I And for this purpose it will often hsppea We ihonld howerer earefally foard against 

that a definition will be sufllcient in reference the common mistake, of supposing that any 

to the existing occcuion, even though it may one who applies a term coriectlj in seteral 

full short of expreiising aU that is implied by Instances must of ooone imdMntaiid Itallv itt 

the term. See Book III, ^0. signifieatiou. ««««»■»««»«» «uiy » 
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with the explanation given of it ; as when we say, " a triangle is a 
three-sided figure : *' sometimes it is used to signify merely thai which 
gives the expEination ; as when we say " three-sided figure " is ^^ 
definition of ** triangle/' 

In the former case, the sentence has the form of a Proposition ; 
but what is it that such a proposition asserts, is not always implied in 
the mere expression, but is left to be collected from the supposed 
intention of the speaker. 

Real existence is not necessarily implied : e, g, "A Phoenix is a 
bird fabled to live a thousand years, '* &c. implies jj^^, eiintenM 
merely that this is the meaning in which the word not asserted 
Phoenix has been used ; not that any such bird ever did **y * **«^"'*<*"- 
or could exist. 

Sometimes again it is not implied even that the universal, or the 
ordinary, sense of the term is such as corresponds to the definition 
given ; but merely that such is the sense in which the author intends 
to employ it. 

And in this case, the definition is sometimes stated in the impera- 
tive instead of the indicative form ; as is frequently done imperative 
in the works of Aristotle, who is accustomed thus to form of dtflui- 
waive, in some cases all questions as to the ordinary *****" 
employment of a term by others ; saying ** Let so and so be taken 
to signify this or that." 

In mathematical and other scientific definitions, whether expressed 
in the form of Propositions, or in the Imperative (or, as it might 
be called. Postulate) form, it is understood to be implied that the 
definition involves no self-contradiction, — no absurdity ; but that 
the thing denoted by the term defined — whether believed actually 
to exist or not — \& conceivable, and may, not irrationally, be made a 
subject of thought. E. O, Though a ** mathematical-line " cannot 
be conceived to be actually drawn on paper, — though nothing could 
be exhibited to the senses as having length and no breadth, every 
one can make the distance e. g. between two towns, a separate sub- 
ject of his thoughts, having his mind wholly withdrawn from the 
width of the road. 

A mathematical Definition accordingly may be considered as 
involving a Postulate ; and it would be very easy to express any 
of them in the form of Postulates. E, O. "Let a plane -figure 
bounded by a curve-line everywhere equidistant from a certain 
point within it, be called a Circle ; *' this would be understood to 
imply that such a figure is conceivable, and that the writer intended 
to employ that term to signify such a figure ; which is precisely all 
that is meant to be asserted in the Definition of a Circle. 

The Rules or Cautions usually laid down by Logical writers for 
framing a Definition, are very obvious : viz. 1st. The Rniesfordefi- 
definition must be adequate ; i. e. neither too extensive °*"®°- 
nor too narrow for the thing defined ; e, g^ to define " fish," «*an 
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animal that lives in the water/* would be too extensive, because 
many insects, <fec., live in the water ; to define it, *'an animal that 
has an air-bladder," would be too narrow ; because many fish are 
without any. Or again, if in a definition of ** Money " you should 
specify its being "made of metal," that would be too narrow, as 
excluding the shells used as money in some parts of Africa ; if 
again you define it is an " article of value given in exchange for 
something else," that would be too toide, as it would include things 
exchanged bv barter; as when a shoemaker who wants coals, 
makes an exchange with a collier who wants shoes. 

And observe, that such a defect in a Definition cannot be 

remedied by making an arbitrary exception; (such as 

uMptioQs. ^^^ alluded to above, § 6) as if for instance (and it is 

an instance which actually occurred) a person should 

five such a definition of ** Capital " as should include (which he 
id not mean to do) " Land ; " and should then propose to remedy 
this by defining "Capital," any "property of such and such a 
description, except Land.'' 

2d. The Definition must be in itself plainer than the thing 
defined, else it would not explain it : 1 say, "in itself," (t. e. gen- 
erally) because, to some particular person, the term defined may 
happen to be even more familiar and better understood, than the 
language of the Definition. 

And this rule may be considered as including that which is 
usually given by Logicians as a third rule ; viz: that a Definition 
should be couched in a convenient number of appropriate words (if 
such can be found suitable for the purpose) : since figurative words 
(which are opposed to appropriate) are apt to produce ambiguity or 
mdistinotness ; too great brevity may occasion obscurity; and too 
greai prolixity, confusion. But this perhaps is rather an admoni- 
tion with respect to Style, than a strictly logical rule ; nor can we 
accordingly determine with precision, in each case, whether it has 
been complied with or not ; there is no drawing the line between 
"too long" and "too concise," <fec. Nor would a definition 
unnecessarily prolix be censured as incorrect, but as inelegant, 
inconvenient, ic. 

If however, a definition be chargeable with Tautology, (which is 
a distinct fault from prolixity or verbosity) it may 
ogT- justly be called incorrect, though without offending 
against the first two rules. Tautology consists in inserting too 
much, not in mere toords but in sense ; yet not so as too much to 
narrow the definition (in opposition to Rule I) by excluding some 
things which belong to the class of the thing defined ; but only, so 
as to state something which has been already implied. Thus, to 
define a Parallelogram, "a four-sided figure whose opposite sides 
are parallel arid equal,'* would be tautological ; because, though it 
is true that such a figure, and such alone, is a paraUelogram, the 
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equality of the sides is implied in their being parallel , and may- 
be proved from it. Now the insertion of the words, "and equal/* 
leaves, and indeed leads, a reader to suppose that there may be a 
four-sided figure whose opposite sides are parallel but not equal. 
Though, therefore, such a definition asserts nothing false, it leads 
to a supposition of what is false ; and consequently is to be regarded 
as an incorrect definition. 

The inference just mentioned, — viz: that you implied Uiat a 
quadrangle might have its opposite sides parallel, and not equal — 
would be drawn from such a definition, according to the principle 
of "exceptio probat regulam," an exception proves a rule} The 
force gi the maxim (which is not properly confined to the case of 
an exception, strictly so called) is this ; that '' the mention of any 
circumstance introducd into the statement either of a definition, or 
of a precept, law, remark, &g., is to be presumed necessary to be 
inserted ; so that the precept. Sue, would not hold good if this 
circumstance were absent." In short, the word **only,''' or some 
such expi*ession, is supposed to be understood. If e, g, it be laid 
down that he who breaks into an empty house shall receive a certain 
punishment, it would be inferred that this punishment would not 
be incurred by breaking into an occupied house : if it were told us 
that some celestial phenomena could not be seen hy the naked eye, 
it would be inferred that it would or might be visible through a 
telescope : if we are told tliat we are not to teach doctrines unwar- 
ranted by Scripture, and which were not held by the early Fathers, 
this would usually be understood to imply that any doctrine they 
did hold, mi^ht be taught on their authority, even though not 
scripturaP : &c. 

And much is often inferred in this manner, which was by no 
means in the Author's mind ; from his having inaccurately inserted 
what chanced to be present to his thoughts. Thus, he who says 
that it is a crime for people to violate the property of a humane 
Landlord who lives among them, may perhaps not mean to imply 
that it is no crime to violate the property of an absentee-landlord, 
or of one who is not humane : but he leaves an opening for being so 

1 Thus it hu been inferred . — and not behalf of Ohoreh GoTemment." Honlitoa 

without leaeon^— that the occasional Formfl & Co. 

of Prayer and Thanksgivingi which are put 2 ** The maxim of ^abnndana cantela nooet 

forth from time to time under the authority nemini * la by no means a safe one if applied 

of "Orders in Council,*' are lUegul and nt va- without limitation. It is sometimes imprn- 

rianoe with the '' Act of Uniformity ; " inas- dent (and some of our Divines have, I think, 

much as in the Act (prefixed to our Prayer- committed this imprudence) to attempt to 

books) not only is conformity to the Book of *make assarance doubly sure ' by bringing lor- 

Common-prayer enjoined, and no authority ward confirmatory reasons, which, though in 

to make alterations or additions to the service themselves perfectly fair, may be interpreted 

recognised, but there is an Exception, which unfairly, by representing them as aeknowl- 

it is maintained, proves the rule : the King in edged indispensable foundation ;— by assuming 

Council being expressly authorized to insert for instance, that an appeal to such and such 

and alter from time to time tiie " names of of the ancient Fathers or Couneils, in conflr- 

such (tf the RoyaUfamily as are to be prayed mation of some doctrine or practice, is to be 

Sar:" wtiich pUinly implies that no other understood as an admission tliat it would fall 

alterations made by that authority were to the ground if not so confirmed."<^£ti|f(fo»n 

contemplated M aUowabte. Se« '* Appeal on <ff Ckri$t^ JStnj II. $ 28. note. 
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understood. Thus again in saying that "an animal which breathes 
through gills and is scalf/, is a fish, " though nothing false is 
asserted, a presumption is afforded that you mean to give a defini- 
tion such as would be too narrow; in violation of Rule I. 

And TatUdogy, as above described, is sure to mislead any one 
who interprets what is said, conformably to the maxim that **aii 
exception proves a rule. ** 

It often happens that one or more of the above rules is violated 
through men's proneness to introduce into their defini- 
circumstiA^s tions, aloug with, or instead of, essential circumstances, 
ewemlw* **' ^^^^ *^ *^^ ^^ ^^ strict sensc, acddental, I mean, that 
the notion they attach to each term, and the explanation 
they would give of it, shall embrace some circumstances, genially, 
hut not ahoays, connected with the thing they are speaking of ; and 
which might, accordingly, (by tl\e strict account of an "Accident") 
be "absent or present, the essential character of the subject 
remaining the same. " A definition framed from such circumstances, 
though of course incorrect, and likely at some time or other to 
mislead us, will not unfrequently obtain reception, from its answering 
the purpose of a correct one, at a paHicular time and place. 

** For instance, the Latin word Meridies, to denote the southern 
quarter, ik etymologically suitable (and so would a definition founded 
on that etymology) »n our hemisphere ; while in the other, it would 
be found just thei reverse. Or if any one should define the North 
Pole, that which is " inclined towards the sun, " this would, for 
half the year, answer the purpose of a correct definition ; and 
would be the opposite of the truth for the other half. 

" Such glaring instances as these, which are never likely to occur 
in practice, serve best perhaps to illustrate the character of such 
mistakes as do occur. A specimen of that introduction of accidental 
circumstances which I have been describing, may be found, 1 think, 
in the language of a great number of writers, respecting Wealth and 
Value ; who have usually made Lahor an essential ingredient in 
their definitions. Now it is true, it so happens, by the appointment 
of Providence, that valuable articles are in almost all instances 
obtained by Labor ; but still, this is an accidental, not an essential 
circumstance. If the aerolites which occasionally fall, were diamonds 
and pearls, and if these articles could be obtained in no other way, 
but were casually picked up, to the same amount as is now obtained 
by digging and diving, they would be of precisely the same value 
as now. In this, as in many other points in Political Economy, 
men are prone to confound cause and ej^ect. It is not that pearls 
fetch a high price because men have dived for them ; but on the 
contrary, men dive for them because they fetch a high price. '" 

1 Pol. EcoD. Lect. IX. pp. 251-268. 



BOOK III. 

OF FALLACIES. 
Introduction. 

:^ Although sundry instances of Fallacies have been from time to 
time noticed in the foregoing Books, it will be worth while to devote 
a more particular attention to the subject. 

By a Fallacy is commonly understood, " any unsound mode of 
arguing, which appears to demand our conviction, and 
to be decisive of the question in hand, when in fairness of KS^y^" 
it is not." Considering the ready detection and clear 
exposure of Fallacies to be both more extensively important, and 
also more difficult, than many are aware of, I propose to take a 
Logical view of the subject ; referring the different l allacies to the 
most convenient heads, and giving a scientific analysis of the 
procedure which takes place in each. 

After all, indeed, in the practical detection of each individual 
Fallacy, much must depend on natural and acquired acuteness ; 
nor can any rules be given, the mere learning of which will enable 
us to apply them with mechanical certainty and readiness : but still 
we shall find that to take correct general views of the subject, and 
to be familiarized with scientific discussions of it, will tend, above 
all things, to engender such a habit of mind, as will best fit us for 
practice. 

Indeed the case is the same with respect to Logic in general. 
Scarcely any one would, in ordinary practice, state to himself either 
his own or another's reasoning, in Syllogisms in Barbara at full 
length ; yet a familiarity with Logical principles tends very much 
(as all feel, who are really well acquainted with them) to beget a 
habit of clear and sound reasoning. The truth is, in this, as in 
many other things, there are processes going on in the mind (when 
we are practicing any thing quite familiar to us) with such rapidity 
as to leave no trace in the memory ; and we often apply principles 
which did not, as far as we are conscious, even occur to us at the 
time. 

It would be foreign, however, to the present purpose, to investi- 
gate fully the manner in which certain studies operate 
in remotely producing certain effects on the mind: it is language*©* 
sufficient to establish the fact, that habits of scientific Jj^*' '"'- 
analysis (besides the intrinsic beauty and dignity of 
such studies) lead to practical advantage 4 It is on Logical princi- 



130 XLBHENTS OF LOGIC. [BookUI. 

pies therefore that I propose to discuss the subject of Fallacies; and 
It may, indeed, seem to have been unnecessary to make an apology 
for so doing, after what has been formerly said, generally, in defence 
of Logic ; but that the generality of Logical writers have usually 
followed so opposite a plan. Whenever they have to treat of any 
thing that is beyond the mere elements of Logic, they totally lay 
aside all reference to the principles they have been occupied in 
establishing and explaining, and have recourse to a loose, vague, 
and popular kind of language ; such as would be the best suited 
indeed to an exoterical discourse, but seems strangely incongnious 
in a professed Logical treatise. What should we think of a Geo- 
metrical writer, who, after having gone through the Elements, with 
strict definitions and demonstrations, should, on proceeding to 
Mechanics, totally lay aside all reference to scientific principles, — 
all use of technical teiins, — and treat of the subject in undefined 
terms, and with probable and popular arguments ? It would be 
thought strange, if even a Botanist, when addressing those whom 
he had been instructing in the principles and the terms of his sys- 
tem, should totally lay these aside when he came to describe plants, 
and should adopt the language of the vulgar. Surely it affords but 
too much plausibility to the cavils of those who scoff at Logic 
altogether, that the very writers who profess to teach it should 
never themselves make any application of, or reference to, its 
principles, on those very occasions, when, and when only, such 
application and reference are to be expected. If the principles of 
any system are tpell laid down, — if its technical language is judi- 
ciously framed, — then, surely, those principles and that language 
will afford (for those who have once tlioroughly learned them) the 
best, the most clear, simple, and concise method of treating any 
subject connected with that system. Yet even writers generally 
acute, in treating of the Dilemma and of the Fallacies, have very 
much forgotton the Logician, and assumed a loose and rhetorical 
style of writing, without making any application of the principles 
they had formerly laid down, but, on the contrary, sometimes 
departing widely from them.* 

The most experienced teachers, when addressing those who are 
familiar with the elementary principles of Logic, think it requisite^ 
not indeed to lead them, on each occasion, through the whole deiaU 
of those principles, when the process is quite obvious, but always 
to put them on the road, as it were, to those principles, that they 
may plainly see their own way to the end, and take a scientific 
view of the subject : in the same manner as mathematical writers 

1 Aldrieh (and the same may b« raid of nem,") he obflerres of one or two of tkest 

ficTera) Other writers) is far more confused in kut^ that they are not properly called Falia- 

hi«> diseuBsion of Fallacies than in any other cte«, as not being Syllogisms faulty in form ; 

part of his treatise; of which this one instance (" Syllogisimi forma peecantes : ") as if soy 

may H«rTe : after having distinguished Falla. one. that wa« suoh, could be " FaUacia sztio 

oifss into those in the ea^prsasiony and those in dkiioviem,^* 
tlw matur ('* in dicUone," aad ^* extra dioO*. 
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avoid indeed the occasional tediousness of going all through a very 
simple demonstration, which the learner, if he will, may easily 
supply ; but yet always speak in strict mathematical language, and 
with reference to mathematical principles, though they do not 
always state them at full length. I would not profess, therefore, 
any more than they do, to write (on subjects connected with the 
science) in a language intelligible to those who are ignorant of its 
first rudiments. To do so, indeed, would imply that one was not 
taking a scientific view of the subject, nor availing one's-self of the 
principles that had been established, and the accurate and concise 
technical language that had been framed. 

The rules already given enable us to develop the principles on 
which all reasoning is conducted, whatever be the 
Subject-matter of it, and to ascertain the validity offlSTof "LSio" **"* 
or fallaciousness of any apparent argument, as far 
as the form of expression is concerned ; that being alone the 
proper province of Logic. 

But it is evident that we may nevertheless remain liable to be 
Received or perplexed in Argument by the assumption of false or 
doubtful Premises, or by the employment of indistinct or ambiguous 
Terms ; and, accordingly, many Logical writers, wishing to make 
their systems appear as perfect as possible, have undertaken to 
give rules "for attaining clear ideas,** and for '* guiding the judg- 
ment ; " and fancying or professing themselves successful in this, 
have consistently enough denominated Logic, the "Art of using 
the Reason ; " which in tnith it would be, and would nearly super- 
cede all other studies, if it could of itself ascertain the meaning of 
every Term, and the truth or falsity of every Proposition ; in the 
same manner as it actually can, the validity of every Argument. 
Aiid they have been led into this, partly by the consideration that 
Logic is concerned about the "three Operations" of the mind — 
simple Apprehension, Judgment, and Reasoning; not observing 
that it is not equally concerned about all : the last Operatioij being 
alone its appropriate province ; and the rest being treated of only 
in reference to that. 

The contempt justly due to such pretensions has most unjustly fallen 
on the Science itself ; much in the same manner as 
Chemistry was brought into disrepute among the un- aJiaT^gic."*"'^^* 
thinking, by the extravagant pretensions of the Alchy • 
mists. And those Logical writers have been censured, not (as they 
should have been) for making such professions, but for not fulfilling 
them. It has been objected, especially, that the rules of Logic leave 
us still at a loss as to the most important and diflficult point in reason- 
ing ; viz. the ascertaining the sense of the terms employed, and 
removing their ambiguity : a complaint resembling that made 
(according to a story told by Warburton,* and before alluded to) 

1 In his Div. Leg. 
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by a man who found fault with all the reading-glasses presented 
to him by the shopkeeper ; the fact being that he had never learnt 
to read. In the present case, the complaint is the more unreasona- 
ble, inasmuch as there neither is, nor ever can possibly be, any 
such system devised as will effect the proposed object of clearing 
up the ambiguity of Terms. It is, however, no small advantage, 
that the rules of Logic, though they cannot, alone, ascertain and 
clear up ambiguity m any Term, yet do point out in which Term 
of an argument it is to be sought for : directing our attention to 
the middle-Term, as the one on the ambiguity of which a Fallacy 
is likely to be built. 

It will be useful, however, to class and describe the different 
kinds of ambiguity which are to be met with ; and also the various 
ways in which the insertion of false, or, at least, unduly assumed. 
Premises, is most likely to elude observation. And though the 
remarks which will be offered on these points may not be considered 
as strictly forming a part of Logic, they cannot be thought out of 
place, when it is considered how essentially they are connected 
with the application of it. 

§ t. 

The division of Fallacies into those in the words (IN DIC- 
TIONE,) and those in the matter (EXTRA DICTIO- 
FiJiMfir**' NEM) has not been, by any writers hitherto, grounded 
on any distinct principle : at least, not on any that they 
have themselves adhered to. The confounding together, however, 
of these two classes is highly detrimental to all clear notions 
concerning Logic ; being obviously allied to the prevailing erroneous 
views which make Logic the art of employing the intellectual faculties 
in general, having the discovery of truth for its object, and all kinds 
of knowledge for its proper subject-matter ; with all that train of 
vague and groundless speculations which have led to such inter- 
minable confusion and mistakes, and afforded a pretext for such 
clamorous censures. 

It is important, therefore, that rules should be given for a division 
of Fallacies into Logical and Non-logical, on such a principle as 
shall keep clear of all this indistinctness and perplexity. 

If any one should object, that the division about to be adopted 
is in some degree abitrary, placing under the one head, Fallacies 
which many might be disposed to place under the other, let him 
consider not only the indistinctness of all former divisions, but the 
utter impossibility of framing any that shall be completely secure 
from the objection urged, in a case where men have formed such 
various and vague notions from the very want of some clear prin- 
ciple of division. Nay, from the elliptical form in which all reasoning 
is usually expressed, and the peculiarly involved and oblique form 
in which Fallacy is for the most part conveyed, it must of course 
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be often a matter of doubt, or rather, of arbitrary choice, not only 
to which genus each kind of fallacy should be referred, but even to 
which kind to refer any one individual Fallacy. For, indetennin»te 
since, in any Argument, one Premiss is usually sup- character of 
pressed, it frequently happens, in the case of a Fallacy, *'*^^*«»«*- 
that the hearers are left to the alternative of supplying either a 
Premiss which is not true, or else, one which does not prove the 
Conclusion. JS.G. If a man expatiates on the distress of the 
country, and thence argues that the government is tyrannical, we 
must suppose him to assume either that "every distressed country 
is under a tyranny," which is a manifest falsehood, or, merely that 
*' every country under a tyranny is distressed," trhich, however 
true, proves nothing, the Middle-term being undistributed. Now, 
in the former case, the Fallacy would be referred to the head of 
** extra dictionem ; " in the latter, to that of ** iffdictione." Which 
are we to suppose the speaker meant us to understand ? Surely 
just whichever each of his hearers might happen to prefer : some 
might assent to the false Premiss ; others, allow the unsound 
Syllogism ; to the Sophist himself it is indiflferent, as long as they 
can but be brought to admit the Conclusion. 

Without pretending, then, to conform to every one's mode of 
speaking on the subject, or to lay down rules which shall be in 
themselves (without any call for labor or skill in the person who 
employs them ) readily applicable to, and decisive on, each individual 
case, I shall propose a division which is at least perfectly clear in 
its main principle, and coincides, perhaps, as nearly as possible, 
with the established notions of Logicians on the subject. ^ 

§2- 

In every Fallacy, the Conclusion either does, or does not follow 
from the Premises. Where the Conclusion does not 
follow from the Premises, it is manifest that the fault is fJ£S«S! 
in the Reasoning, and in that alone ; these, therefore, we 
call Logical Fallacies,' as being, properly, violations of those rules 
of Reasoning which it is the province of Logic to lay down. 

Of these, however, one kind are more purely Logical, as exhibiting 
their fallaciousness by the bare/orm of the expression, without any 
regard to the meaning of the Terms : to which class belong ; 1st, 
Undistributed Middle ; 2d, Illicit Process ; 3d, Negative Premises, 
or Affirmative Conclusion from a Negative Premiss, and vice versa : 
to which may be added 4th, those which have palpably (t. e. 
expressed ) more than three Terms. 

The other kind may be most properly called semi-logical; viz, all 
the cases of ambiguous middle-Term except its non- 
distribution : for though in such cases the conclusion y^Kii**'**' 
does not follow, and though the rules of Logic show 

1. la tb« iain« maoiwr as w« call that a eriminal court ia which crimes art judgtd* 
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that it does not, as soon as the ambi^Uy of the middle' Term is ascer- 
tained, yet the discovery and ascertainment of this ambiguity 
requires attention to the sense of the Term, and knowledge of the 
Subject-matter ; so that here, Logic teaches us not how to find the 
Fallacy, but only where to search for it, and on what principles to 
condemn it. 

Accordingly it has been made a subject of bitter complaint 
against Logic, that it presupposes the most difficult point to be 
already accomplished, viz, the sense of the Terms to be ascertained. 
A similar objection might be urged against every other art in 
existence ; e. g, against Agriculture, that all the precepts for the 
cultivation of land presuppose the possession of a farm ; or against 
Perspective, that its rules are useless to a blind man. The objection 
is indeed peculiarly absurd when urged against Logic, because the 
object which it is blamed for not accomplishing cannot possibly be 
within the province of any one art whatever. Is it indeed possible 
or conceivable that there should be any method, science, or system, 
that should enable one to know the full and exact meaning of everj 
term in existence ? The utmost that can be done is to give some 
general rules that may assist us in this work ; which is done in the 
Srst two chapters of Book II.* 

Nothing perhaps tends more to conceal from men their imperfect 
conception of the meaning of a term, than the circum- 
with a term stance of their being able fully to comprehend a process 
ci»r°app«" ^f r^<^oni^9 ill which it is involved, without attaching 
hension of its any distinct meaning at all to that term ; as is evident 
meaning. when X Y Z are used to stand for Terms, in a regular 

Syllogism. Thus a man may be familiarized with a term, and 
never find himself at a loss from not comprehending it ; from which 
he will be very likely to infer that he does comprehend it, when 
perhaps he does not, but employs it vaguely and incorrectly ; 
which leads to fallacious Reasoning and confusion. It must be 
owned, however, that many Logical writers have, in great measure, 
brought on themselves the reproach in question, by calling Logic 
** the right use of Reason," laying down ** rules for gaining clear 
ideas," and such -like axaiiovna, as Aristotle calls it ; (Hhet. Book 
I, Chap. II.) 

The remaining class (viz, where the Conclusion does follow from 
the Premises) may be called th^ Material, or Non- 
logical Fallacies: of these there are two kinds;' Ist. iJS^"^^^ 
when the Premises are such as ought not to have been 

1 The Tery author of the objection aaya, supereede the neoessity." D. Steirsrt, Phik 

*^ThiB (the comprehension of the meaning of Vol. II, Chap. II. s. 2. 

general Terms) Is a study which every indi- 2 For it is manifest that the fanlt. if theiv 

Tidual must carry on for himself; and of beany, must be either 1st. in the lyemites, 

which no rules of Logic, how useful soerer or 2dly, in the Condustonf » 8dly, In th* 

they may be in directing our labon, can ConneeHon between them. 
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assumed ; 2d, when the conclusion is not the one required, but 
irrelevant ; which Fallacy is commonly called *' ipioratto elenchiy " 
because your Argument is not the "elenchus" (*. e. proof of the 
contradictory) of your opponent's assertion, which it should be ; but 
proves, instead of that, some other proposition resembling it. 
Hence, since Logic defines what Ck)ntradiction is, some may choose 
rather to range this with the Logical Fallacies, as it seems, so far, 
to come under the jurisdiction of that Art. Nevertheless, it is per- 
haps better to adhere to the original division, both on account of 
its clearness, and also because few would be inclined to apply to 
the Fallacy in question the accusation of being inconclusive, and 
consequently ** illogical " reasoning ; besides which, it seems an 
artificial and circuitous way of speaking, to suppose in all cases an 
opponent and a contradiction ; the simple statement of the matter 
being this, — I am required, by the circumstances of the case, (no 
matter why) to prove a certain (Conclusion ; I prove, not that, but 
one which is likely to be mistaken for it ; — in this lies the Fallacy. 

It might be desirable therefore to lay aside the name of '* ignoratio 
elenchi ** but that it is so generally adopted as to require 
some mention to be made of it. The other kind of ^/^^"® 
Fallacies in the Matter will comprehend (as far as the 
vague and obscure language of Logical writers will allow us to 
conjecture) the fallacy of **non causa pro causa,'* and that of 
"petUio principii.'* Of these, the former is by them 
distinguished into "a nan vera pro vera, " and **a nan proca^" 
tali pro tali; '* this last would appear to mean arguing 
from a case not parallel as if it were so ; which, in Logical language, 
b, having the suppressed Premiss false ; for it is in that the 
parallelism is afiirmed ; and the " non vera pro vera " will in like 
manner signify the expressed Premiss being fiftlse; so that this 
Fallacy will turn out to be, in plain terms, neither more nor less 
than falsity (or unfair assumption) of a Premiss. 

The remaining kind, "petitio prindpii,** [** begging the ques- 
tion,"] takes place when one of the Premises (whether 
true or false) is either plainly equivalent to the conclu- ^^^^If '*** 
sion, or depends on that for its own reception. I have 
said **one of the Premises," because in all correct reasoning the 
ttoo Premises taken together must imply and virtually assert the 
conclusion. It is not possible, however, to draw a precise line, 
generally, between this Fallacy and fair argument ; since, to one 
person, that might be fair reasoning, which would be, to another, 
'* begging the question ; " inasmuch as, to the one, the Premiss 
might be more evident than the conclusion ; while, by 
the other, it would not be admitted, except as a ckJi?^"*'"* 
consequence of the admission of the conclusion. The 
most plausible form of this Fallacy is arguinjr vi a circle; and the 
greater the circle the harder to detect. 
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§4- 



There is no Fallacy that may not properly be included under 
some of the foregoing heads : those which in the Logical treatises 
are separately enumerated, and contradistinguished from these, 
being in reality instances of them, and therefore more properly 
enumerated in the subdivision thereof; as in the scheme annexed : — 
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§«• 

On each of the Fallacies which have been thus enumerated and 
distinguished, I propose to offer some more particular remarks ; 
but before I proceed to this, it will be proper to premise two gen- 
eral observations, Ist, on the importance^ and 2d, the difficulty of 
detecting and describing Fallacies. Both have been already 
slightly alluded to ; but it is requisite that they should here be 
somewhat more fully and distinctly set forth. 

1st. It seems by most persons to be taken for granted that a 
Fallacy is to be dreaded merely as a weapon fashioned j^^; ^^^^^ 
and wielded by a skillful sophist ; or if they allow that of dotectiug 
a man may with honest intentions slide into one uncon- *'*^^*®*'- 
sciously, in the heat of argument^ still they seem to suppose that 
where there is no dispttte, there is no cause to dread Fallacy ; 
whereas there is much danger, even in what may be called solitary 
*'easoning, of sliding unawares into some Fallacy, by which one 
may be so far deceived as even to act upon the conclusion thus 
obtained. By "solitary reasoning" I mean the case in which one 
is not seeking for arguments to prove a given question, but laboring 
to elicit from one's previous stock of knowledge som^ useful 
inference.^ 

To select one from innumerable examples that might be cited, 
and of which some more will occur in the subsequent lufluenceof 
part of this essay ; it is not improbable that many indif- words on 
ferent sermons have been produced by the ambiguity .***°^*^'*- 
of the word **plain,** A young divine perceives the truth of th« 
maxim, that ''for the low order one's language cannot be too 
plain/* ( J. e. clear and perspicuous, so as to require no learning 
nor ingenuity to understand it. ) and when he proceeds to practice, 
the word ** plain '' indistinctly flits before him, as it were, and 
often checks him in the use of ornaments of style, such as 
metaphor, epithet, antithesis, «&c., which are opposed to ''plainness" 
in a totally different sense of the word ; being by no means neces- 
sarily adverse to perspicuity, but rather, in many cases, conducive 
to it ; as may be seen in several of the clearest of our Lord's 
discourses, which are the very ones that are the most richly adorned 
with figurative language. So far indeed is an ornamented style 
from being unfit for the vulgar, that they are pleased with it even 
in excess. Yet the desire to be "plain," combined with that dim 
and confused notion which the ambiguity of the word produces in 
such as do not separate in their minds, and set before themselves, 
the two meanings, often causes them to write in a dry and bald 
style, which has no advantage in point of perspicuity, and is least 
of all suited to the taste of the vulgar. The above instance is not 

1. See the chapter on " inferring and preying,*' (Book IV, Ch. Ill,) ia the DiaaerUtion on 
the PEOTinoe of lUafloning. | ^ 
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drawn from mere conjecture, but from actual experience of the 
fact. 

Another instance of the strong influence of words on our ideas 
may be adduced from a widely diflferent subject ; most persons 
feel a certain degree of surprise on first hearing. of the result of 
some late experiments of the Agricultural- Chemists, by which 
they have ascertained that universally what are called heavy soils 
are specifically the lightest ; and vice versa. Whence this surprise ? 
for no one ever distinctly believed the established names to be used 
in the literal and primary sense, in consequence of tlie respective 
soils having been weighed together ; indeed it is obvious on a 
moment's reflection that tenacious clay-soils (as well as muddy 
roads) are figuraiively called heavy, from the difficulty of ploughing, 
or passing over them, which produces an effect like that of bearing 
or dragging a heavy weight; yet still the terms "light" and 
** heavy," though used figuratively, have most undoubtedly intro- 
duced into men's minds something of the ideas expressed by them 
in their primative sense. The same words, when applied to articles 
of diet, have produced important errors ; many supposing some 
article of food to be light of digestion from its being specifically 
light. So true is the ingenious observation of Hobbes, that * 'words 
are the counters of wise men, and the money of fools." 

** Men imagine," says Bacon, " that their minds have the com- 
mand of Language ; but it often happens that Language bears rule 
over their mind." Some of the weak and absurd arguments which 
are often urged against Suicide may be traced to the influence of 
words on thoughts. When a Christian moralist is called on for a 
direct Scriptural precept against suicide, instead of replying that 
the Bible is not meant for a complete code of lawsy but for a system 
of motives and principles, the answer frequently given is, ** thou 
shalt do no murder; " and it is assumed in the arguments drawn 
from Reason, as well as in those from Revelation, that Suicide is a 
species of Murder ; viz: because it is called ^eM-murder; and thus, 
deluded by a name, many are led to rest on an unsound argument ; 
which, like all other fallacies, does more harm than good in the 
end, to the cause of truth. Suicide, if any one considers the 
nature and not the name of it, evidently wants the most essential 
characteristic of murder, viz. the hurt and injury done to one's 
neighbor, in depriving him of life, as well as to others by the inse- 
curity they are m consequence liable to feel. And since no one 
can, strictly speaking, do injustice to himself, he cannot, in the 
literal and primary acceptation of the words, be said either to rob 
or to murder himself. He who deserts the post to which he is 
appointed by his great Master, and presumptuously cuts short the 
state of probation graciously allowed him for ** working out his 
salvation," (whether by action or by patient endurance,) is guilty 
indeed of a grievous sin, but of one not the least analagous in its 
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character to murder. It implies no inhumanity. It is much more 
closely allied to the sin of wasting life in indolence, or in trifling 
pursuits — that life which is bestowed as a seed-time, for the harvest 
of immortality. What is called in a familiar phrase, '' killing time,'' 
is, in truth, an approach, as fer as it goes, to the destruction of 
one's own life : for ** Time is th« stuff life is made of." 

" Time destroyed 
l8 6uicid«, where more than blood is spilt.''— YoungA 

More especially deserving of attention is the influence of Ana- 
logical Terms in leading men into erroneous notions 
in Theology; where the most important terms are fromThe*u*e°*' 
analogical ; and yet they are continually employed in ®^ analogical 
Eeasoning, without due attention (oftener through want 
of caution than by unfair design) to their analogical nature ; and 
most of the errors into which theologians have fallen may be traced, 
in part, to this cause.' 

In speaking of the importance of refuting Fallacies, (under which 
name I include, as will be seen, any false assumption Twofold danger 
employed as a Premiss) this consideration ought not to from any false 
be overlooked ; that an unsound Principle, which has ""^^^p"®**- 
been employed to establish some mischievously false Conclusion, 
does not at once become harmless, and too insignificant to be worth 
refuting, as soon as that Conclusion is given up, and the false 
Principle is no longer employed for that particular use. It may 
equally well lead to some other no less mischievous result. " A false 
premiss, according as it is combined with this, or widi that, true 
one, will lead to two different false conclusions. Thus, if the prin- 
ciple be admitted, that any important religious errors ought to be 
forcibly suppressed, this may lead either to persecution on the one 
side, or to latitudinarian indifference on the other. Some may be 
led to justify the suppression of heresies by the civil sword ; and 
others, whose feelings revolt at such a procedure, and who see per- 
secution reprobated and discountenanced by those around them, 
may be led by the same principle to regard religious errors as of 
little or no importance, and all religious persuasions as equally 
acceptable in the sight of God.'" 

It ought however to be observed on the other hand, that such 
effects are often attributed to some fallacy as it does not overestimate 
in fact produce. It sliall have been perhaps triumph- of the effect of 
antly urged, and repeated again and again, and referred ***"** •"«'*«• 

1 It is sorely wiser and safer to confine our- \»\9 to urge etery thing that tan t>e urged; to 

■elTes to such arguments as will bear the test snatch up the first weapon that comes to 

of a close examination, than to resort to such hnnd; ('* fiiror arma ministrat;'*) without 

as may indeed at the first glance be more iiaiting to consider what is TRUK. 

specious and appear stronger, but which, 2. See the notes to Ch. V, $ 1 of the Dis- 

when exposed, will too often leave a man a sertation subjoined. 

dupe to the fallacies on the opposite side. Z See Essays, 8d Series, Ch. T, $2, p. 83B. 
But it is eepeciaily tbe enor of eontroverri^l' 
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to by many as irrefragable ; and yet shall have never convinced any 
one ; but have been merely assented to by those already convinced. 
To many persons any two well-sounding phrases, which have a few 
words the same, and are in some manner connected with the same 
subject, will serve for Premiss and Conclusion : and when we hear 
a man profess to derive conviction from, such arguments, we are 
naturally disposed to regard his case as hopeless. But it will often 
happen that in reality his reasoning faculties shall have been totally 
dormant ; and equally so perhaps in another case, where he gives 
his assent to a process of sound reasoning, leading to a conclusion 
which he has already admitted. " The puerile fallacies which you 
may sometimes hear a man adduce on some subjects, are perhaps in 
reality no more his own than the sound arguments he employs on 
others ; he may have given an indolent unthinking acquiescence to 
each ; and if he can be excited to exertion of thought, he may be 
very capable of distinguishing the sound from the unsound."* 

Thus much, as to the extensive practical influence of Fallacies, 
and the consequent high importance of detecting and exposing 
them. 

§6. 

2dly. The second remark is, that while sound reasoning is ever 
the more readily admitted, the more clearly it is per- DiflicaUy 
ceived to be such, Fallacy, on the contrary, being of detecting 
rejected as soon as perceived, will, of course, be the f*^^«M 
more likely to obtain reception, the more it is obscured and dis- 
guised by obliquity and complexity of expression. It is thus that 
it is the most likely either to slip accidentally from the careless 
reasoner, or to be brought forward deliberately by the Sophist. Not 
Uiat he ever wishes this obscurity and complexity to be perceived ; 
on the contrary, it is for his purpose that the expression should 
appear as clear and simple as possible, while in reality it is the most 
tangled net he can contrive. 

Thus, whereas it is usual to express our reasoning eUiptically, so 
that a Premiss (or even two or three entire steps in a » n u. 
course of argument) which may be readily supplied, con*t»ted by 
as being perfectly obvious, shafi be left to be under- ^^J^^*^^" 
stood, uie Sophist in like manner suppresses what is 
not obvious, but is in reality the weakest part of the argument: and 
uses every other contrivance to withdraw our attention (his art 
closely resembling the juggler's) from the quarter where the fallacy 
lies. Hence the uncertainty before mentioned, to which class any 
individual Fallacy is to be referred : and hence it is that the diji' 
adty of detecting and exposing Fallacy, is so much greater than 
that of comprehending and developing a process of sound argument. 

I Pol. Econ. I«ofc. I, p.l5. 
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It is like the detection and apprehension of a criminal in spite of 
all his arts of concealment and disguise ; when this is accomplishedy 
and he is brought to trial with all the evidence of his guilt produced, 
his conviction and punishment are easy ; and this is precisely the 
case with those Fallacies which are given as examples in Logical 
treatises ; they are in fact already detected, by being stated in a 
plain and regular form, and are, as it were, only brought up to 
receive sentence. Or again, fallacious reasoning may be compared to 
a perplexed and entangled mass of accounts, which it requires much 
sagacity and close attention to clear up, and display in a regular 
and intelligible form; though when this is once cu:compHsked, the 
whole appears so perfectly simple, that the unthinking are apt to 
undervalue the skill and pains which have been employed upon it. 

Moreover, it should be remembered, that a very long Fallacies 
discussion is one of the most effectual veils of Fallacy, ^^g'^^^^l 
Sophistry, like poison, is at once detected, and nauseated, cuasion. 
when presented to us in a concentrated form ; but a Fallacy which 
wlien stated barely, in a few sentences, would not deceive a child, 
may deceive half the world, if dUtUed in a quarto volume.^ For, as 
in a calculation, one single figure incorrectiy stated will enable us 
to arrive at any result whatever, though every other figure, and the 
whole of the operations, be correct, so, a single false assumption in 
any process of reasoning, though every other be true, will enable 
us to draw what conclusion we please ; and the greater the number 
of true assumptions, the more likely itis that the false one will pass 
unnoticed. But when you single out one step in the course of the 
reasoning, and exhibit it as a Syllogism with one Premiss true and 
Ae other false, the sophistry is easily perceived. I have seen a 
long argument to prove that the potato is not a cheap article of 
food ; in which there was an elaborate, and perhaps correct, 
calculation of the produce per acre, of potatoes, and of wheat, — 
the quantity lost in bran — expense of grinding, dressing, &c., and 
an assumption slipped in, as it were incidentally, \hsk\,agiven quantity 
of potatoes contains but one-tenth part of nutritive matter equal to 
bread : from all which (and there is probably but one groundless 
assertion in the whole) a most triumphant result was deduced.' 

To use another illustration ; it is true in a course of argument, as 
in Mechanics, that " nothing is stronger than its weakest part ; " 
and consequently a chain which has one faulty link will break ; but 
though the number of the sound links adds nothing to the strength 
of the chain, it adds much to the chance of the faulty one's escaping 
observation. In such cases as I have been alluding to, one may 

1 This, howerer, gained fhe un<Ioubt!ns unblusbingasBerfersoffitlsehood seem tohafv 

^Mmnt of a E«view by no means friendly to a race of easy belieTers proyided oa purpoea 

the author, and usually noted wore for scupti- for their use : men who will not indeed believa 

eism than for ready assent! '* All things," the best established truths of retigioa, but «i« 

Bays an apocryphal writer, ^' are double, one ready to belieye anything elM. 
a^nst another, and nothing is made in Tain:*' 
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often hear it observed that " there is a great deal of truth in what 
such a one has said : " t. «. perhaps it is o^ true, except (me essential 
point. 

9 To speak, therefore, of all the Fallacies that have snorofsap. 
ever been enumerated as too glaring and obvious to ^^^^^"^^^ 
need even being mentioned, because the simple instances easy of deteo- 
given in logical treatises, and there stated in the plainest ^^' 
and consequently most easily detected form, are such as would 
(in that form) deceive no one; — this, surely, shows extreme 
weakness, or else unfairness. It may readily be allowed, indeed, 
that to detect individual Fallacies, and bring them under the general 
rules, is a harder task than to lay down those general rules ; but 
this does not prove that the latter office is trifling or useless, or that 
it does not essentially conduce to the performance of the other. 
There may be more ingenuity shown in detecting and arresting a 
malefactor, and convicting him of the fact, that in laying down a 
law for the trial and punishment of such persons ; but the latter 
office, i. e, that of a legislator, is surely neither unnecessary nor 
trifling. 

It should be added that a close observation and Logical analysis 
of Fallacious arguments, as it tends ^according to what has been 
already said) to form a habit of mindi well suited for the practical 
detection of Fallacies ; so, for that very reason, it will make us the 
more careful in making allowance for them : t. e. to bear in mind 
how much men in general are liable to be influenced by them. JS. G. 
A rejvied argument ought to go for nothing, (except where there is 
some ground for assuming that no stronger one could be adduced :}^ 
but in fact it will generally prove detrimental to the cause, from 
the Fallacy which will be presently explained. Now, no one is 
more likely to be practically aware of this, and to take precautions 
accordingly, than he who is most versed in the whole theory of 
Fallacies ; for the best Logician is the least likely to calculate on 
men in general being such. = 

§^ 

Of Fallacies in form, 

enough perhaps has already been said in the preceding Compendium: 
and it has been remarked above, that it is often left to our choice to 
refer an individual Fallacy to this head or to another. 

It may be worth observing, however, that to the present class 
we may the most conveniently refer those Fallacies, so common in 
practice, of supposing the Conclusion false, because the Premiss is 
false, or because the argument is unsound ; and of inferring the 
truth of the Premiss from that of the Conclusion. £, G. If any 
one argues for the existence of a God, from its being universally 

1 See Eeray II, on Kingdom of Thrift, $ 22, note. 
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believed, a man might perhaps be able to refute the argument by 
producing an instance of some nation destitute of such belief ; the 
argument ought then (as has been observed above) to go for nothing: 
but many would go further, and think that this refutation had 
disproved the existence of a God ; in which they would be guilty 
of an illicit process of the Major-term : viz. ** whatever is univer- 
sally believed must be true ; the existence of a God is not univer- 
sally believed ; therefore it is not true." Others again, from being 
convinced of the truth of the Conclusion, would infer that of the 
Premises ; which would amount to the Fallacy of an undistributed 
Middle : viz. ** what is universally believed is true ; the existence 
of a God is true ; therefore, it is universally believed." Or, these 
Fallacies might be stated in the hypothetical form ; since the one 
evidently proceeds from the denial of the Antecedent to the denial 
of the Consequent; and the other from the establishing of the 
Consequent to the inferring of the Antecedent ; which two Fallacies 
will usually be found to correspond respectively with those of Illicit 
process of the major and Undistributed Middle. 

Fallacies of this class are very much kept out of sight, being 
seldom perceived even by those who employ them ; but 
of their practical importance there can be no doubt, menta'^prS 
since it is notorious that a weak argument is always, in «*j'y Jetrimen- 
practice, detrimental ; and that there is no absurdity so 
gross which men will not readily admit, if it appears to lead to a 
conclusion of which they are already convinced. Even a candid 
and sensible writer is not unlikely to be, by this means, misled, 
when he is seeking for arguments to support a conclusion, which 
he has long been fully convinced of himself ; i, e. he will often use 
such arguments as would never have convinced himself, and are not 
likely to convince others, but rather ^by the operation of the 
converse Fallacy) to coT^rm in their dissent those who before 
disagreed with him. 

It is best therefore to endeavor to put yourself in the place of 
an opponent to your own arguments, and consider whether you 
could not find some objection to them. The applause of one's ovm 
party is a very unsafe ground for judging of the real force of an 
argumentative work, and consequently of its real utility. To satisfy 
those who were doubting, and to convince those who were opposed, 
are much better tests ;' but these persons are seldom very loud in 
their applause, or very forward in bearing their testimony. 

Of Ambiguous Middle. 

. §8. 
That case in which the Middle is undistributed belongs of course 

1 TIm ptroogest, perhaps, of mil external thelens reflolre not to admit the eonoloiioa. 
Indkationa of the utrength of an argumeut, See Appendix ', Art. F^non, laat elaiiae, 
fa, the Implied admlsaien of thOi# who never- 
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to the preceding head ; the fault being perfectly manifest from the 
mere form of the expression : in that case the Extremes are compared 
with two parts of the same term ; but in the Fallacy which has been 
called semi-logical, (which we are now to speak of) the Extremes 
are compared with ttffo different terms, the Middle being used in 
two different senses in the two Premises.' 

And here it may be remarked, that when the argument is brought 
into the form of a regular Syllogism, the contrast between these two 
senses will usually appear very striking, from the two Premises 
being placed together ; and hence the scorn with which many have 
treated the very mention of the Fallacy of Equivocation, deriving 
their only notion of it from the exposure of it in Logical treatises ; 
whereas, in Practice it is common for the two Premises to be placed 
very far apart, and discussed in different parts of the discourse ; by 
which means the inattentive hearer overlooks any ambiguity that 
may exist in the Middle-term. Hence the advantage of Logical 
habits, in fixing our attention strongly and steadily on the important 
terms of an argument. 

And here it should be observed, that when we mean to charge 
any argument with the fault of " equivocal-middle,'* it is not enough 
to say that the Middle-term is a word or phrase which admits of 
more than one meaning; (for there are few that do not) but we 
must show, that in order for each premiss to be admitted, the Term 
in question must be understood in one sense (pointing out what that 
sense is) in one of the premises, and in another sense, in the other. 

And if any one speaks contemptuously of "over exactness" in 
im rtanoe ^*^°& ^^ precise sense in which some term is used, — 
ofniiDutedto- of attending to minute and subtle distinctions, <&c. we 
tioctiona. ^^^^ reply that these mimUe distinctions are exactly 
those which call for careful attention ; since it is ordy through the 
neglect of these that Fallacies ever escape detection. 

For, a very glaring and palpable equivocation could never mislead 
anyone. To argue that "feathers dispel darkness, because they 
are lights* or that "this man is agreeable, because he is riding ^ 
and riding is agreeable," is an equivocation which could never 
be employed but in jest. And yet however slight in any case 
may be the distinction between the two senses of a Middle-term 
in the two premises, the apparent-argument will be equally 
inconclusive ; though its ^Edlaciousness will be more likely to escape 
notice. 

Even so, it is for want of attention to minute points, that houses 
are robbed, or set on fire. Burglars do not in general come and 
batter down the front-door : but climb in at some window whose 
fastenings have been neglected. And an incendiary, or a careless 
servant, does not kindle a tar-barrel in the middle of a room, but 

1 For some instancM of important MabigoUiei) tM Appsndix. 
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leayes a lighted turt or a candle snuff, in the thatch, or in a heap ol 

jshayings. 

In many cases, it is a good mazim, to '* take care of little things, 
and great ones will take care of themselyes." 

One case, which mi^y be regarded as coming under the head of 
Ambiguous middle, is, (what I believe logical writers 
mean by ** Fallacia Figurnt J)ictiamsr) the Fallacy wJST^"''"" 
built OB the grammatical structure of language, from 
men's usually taking for granted that jparoHynums [or eon^uffate] 
words — i, e, those belonging to each other, as the substantiTC, 
adjective, verb, &c., of the same root, have a precisely correspon- 
dent meaning ; which is by no means universally the case. Such 
a fisillacy could not indeed be even exhibited in strict Lo^^cal form, 
which would preclude even the attempt at it, since it has two 
middle terms m sou9d as well as sense. But nothing is more 
' common in practice than to vary continually the terms employed, 
with a view to grammatical convenience ; nor is there any thine 
unfair in such a practice, as long as the meaning is preserved 
unaltered: e, g, ''murder should he punished with death ; this 
man is a murderer ; therefore he deserves to die," dsc, dsc. Here 
we proceed on the assumption (in this case just) that t& commit 
murder and to be a murderer, — to deserve death and to be one 
who ought to die, are, respectively, equivalent expressions : and 
it would frequently prove a heavy inconvenience to be debarred 
this kind of liberty ; but the abuse of it gives rise to the Fallacy in 
question : «. g, **prqiector8 are unfit to be trusted ; this man has 
formed a project, therefore he is unfit to be trusted : " ^ here the 
Sophist proceeds on the hypothesis that he who forms a projed must 
be &prqfector : whereas the bad sense that commonly attaches to 
the latter word, is not at all implied in the former. 

This Fallacy may often be considered as lying, not in the Middle, 
but in one of the terms of the Ck)nclusion ; so that the Conclusion 
drawn shall not be, in reality, at all warranted by the Premises, 
though it will appear to be so, by means of the grammatical affinity 
of the words : e. g. ** to be acquainted with the guilty \&Kpre8ump' 
Hon of ffuilt ; this man is so acquainted ; therefore we may presume 
that he is guilty : ** this argument proceeds on the supposition of an 
egcact correspondence between "preswne" and ** 2)re8umf>Hon,*' 
which, however, does not really exist ; for ** presumption " is oom^ 
monly used to express a kind of slight suspicion; whereas ''tp 
presume " amounts to (idual belief. 

The above remark will apply to some other oases of ambiguity of 
term ; viz. the Conclusion will often contain a term, which (though 
not, as here, different in expression from the corresponding one in 
the Premiss, yet) is liable to be understood in a sense different from 
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Vhat it bears to the Premiss ; though, of course, such a Fallacy is 
less common, because less likely to deceive, in those cases than in 
this ; where the term used in the Conclusion, though professing to 
correspond with one in the Premiss, is not the very same in expres-^ 
Hon, and therefore is more certain to conyey a different sense ; 
which is what the Sophist wishes. 

There are innumerable instances of a non-correspondence in 
paronjrmous words, similar to that above instanced ; as between art 
and artfnl, design and designing, faith and frnthfuL, km, ; and the 
more slight the variation of meaning, the more likely is the Fallacy 
to be successful ; for when the words have become so widely 
removed in sense as **pity" and "pitiful," every one would 
perceive such a Fallacy, nor could it be employed but in jest. 

This Fallacy cannot in practice be refuted, (except when you are 
addressing regular logicians,) by stating merely the impossibility 
of reducing such an argument to the strict logical form. You must 
find some way of pointing out the non-correspondence of the terms 
in question ; e, g, with respect to the example above, it might be 
remarked, that we speak of strong or faint "presumption," but we 
use no such expression in conjunction with the verb " presume,^' 
because the word itself implies strength. 

No fallacy is more common in controversy tlian the present; 
since in this wa^ the Sophist will often be able to misinterpret the 
propositions which his opponent admits or maintains, and so employ 
them against him. Thus in the examples just given, it is natural 
to conceive one of the Sophist's Premises to have been borrowed 
from his opponent. * 

The present Fallacy is nearly allied to, or rather perhaps may be 
m moi regarded as a branch of that founded on etymology ; 

y o ogy. ^ when a term is used, at one time, in its customary, 
and at another, in its etymological sense. Perhaps no example of 
this can be found that is more extensively and mischievously 
employed than in the case of the word representative : assuming 
that its right meaning must correspond exactly with the strict and 
ori^nal sense of the verb, " represent, '* the Sophist persuades the 
multitude, that a member of the House of Commons is bound to be 
guided in all points by the opinion of his constituents : and, in 
short, to be merely their spokesman : whereas law, and custom, 
which in this case may be considered as fixing the meaning of 
the Term, require no such thing, but enjoin the representative 
to act according to the best of his own judgment, and on his own 
responsibility. 

Home Tooke has furnished a whole magazine of such weapons 
for any Sophist who may need them ; and has furnished some 

1 Pwhapf a dietk>nu7 of laeh i^aroiiy- nuefal u one of synonyms : t. e. properlj 
BBOQf [conjugate] words u do not regularly apeakiag, of psewio'-tynonyms. 
•omapond to meaning, would be nearly as 
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specimens of the empIoymeBt of them. He contends, that it is 
idle to speak of eternal or immutable " Truth, " because the word 
is derived from to ** trow, " t. e. believe. He might on as good 
grounds have censured the absurdity of speaking of sending a 
letter by the **posi, " because a post, in its primary sense, is a 
pillar; or have insisted that "Sycophant" can never mean any 
thing but ** Fig-shewer."* 

§9. 

It is to be observed, that to the head of Ambiguous middle should 
be referred what is called " Fallacia plurium IrUerrO" 
ffotionum" which may be named, simply, " the Fallacy intonrogJtkmi! 
of Interrogation ; " viz. the Fallacy of asking several 
questions which appear to be but one ; so that whatever one answer 
is given, being of course. applicable to one only of the implied 
questions, may be interpreted as applied to the other : the refuta- 
tion is, of course, to reply separaiely.to each question, ». e. to detect 
the ambiguity. 

I have said, several " questions which appear to he hut one,*' for 
else there is no Fallacy ; such an example, therefore, as " eitne homo 
animal et lapis 9 " which Aldrich gives, is foreign to the matter in 
hand ; for there is nothing un£Eiir m asking two distinct questions 
(any more than in asserting two distinct propositions) distinctly and 
avowedly. 

This Fallacy may be referred, as has been said, to the head of 
Ambiguous middle. In all Reasoning it is very common to state 
one of the Premises in form of a question, and when that is admitted, 
or supposed to be admitted, then fill up the rest : if then one of the 
Terms of that question be ambiguous, whichever sense the oppo- 
nent replies to, the Sophist assumes the other sense of the Term in 
the remaining Premiss. It is therefore very common to state an 
equivocal argument, in form of a question so worded, that there 
shall be little doubt which reply will be given ; but if there he such 
doubt, the Sophist must have two Fallacies of equivocation ready ; 
e. g. the question " whether anv thing vicious is expedient," dis- 
cussed in Cic. Off. Book III. (where, by-the-by, he seems not a 
little perplexed with it himself) is of the character in question, from 
the ambiguity of the word, " expedient'' which means sometimes, 
** conducive to temporal prosperity," sometimes '* conducive to the 
greatest good:" whichever answer therefore was given, the Sophist 
might have a Fallacy of ec^uivocation founded on this term ; v%z. if 
the answer be* in the negative, his argument. Logically developed, 
will stand thus, — " what is vicious is not expedient ; whatever 
conduces to the acquisition of wealth and aggrandizement is expe- 
dient ; therefore it cannot be vicious : " if in the affirmative, then 
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thus, — " wliateTer is expedient is desirable ; someihing Yicious it 
expedient, therefore desirable/" 

Again, a witness was once asked by a Parliamentary Comn&ittee 

Jin 1832) whether he knew " how long the practice had ceased in 
reland of diridins^ the tithes into four portions, one for the poor/' 
dEc. This resembles the hackneyed instance of asking a man 
" whether he had left off beating his father." [See Vol. of Charges 
and Tracts, p. 379.1 King Charles II's celebrated inquiry — of 
the Royal Society (noticed below, § 14) may be referred to this 
head. He asked the cause why a dead fish does not (though a live 
fish does) add to the weight of a vessel of water. This implies tiao 
questions ; the first of wbich many of the philosophers for a time 
overlooked : vis. Ist is it a fwA / 2dly, if it be a fact, what can 
cause it?' 

This kind of Fallacy is frequently employed in such a manner, 
DfatTibntion ^* *^® Uncertainty shall be, not about the meaning, 
•Bd nou^iutri- but the exUtU of a Term, t. e» whether it is distribtUed ' 
^^' or not : e,g, "did A B in this case act from such and 

such a motive?" which may imply either, ** was it his sole motive?*' 
or •* was it one of his motives? " in the former case the term [" that- 
which-actuated-A B"] is distributed ; in the latter not : now if he 
acted from a mixture of motives, whichever answer you give, may 
be misrepresented, and your conclusion thus disproved. 

Again, those who dispute the right of a State to enforce the pro- 
fession of a certain religion, have been met by the question, " has a 
State a right to enforce laws ? " If we answer in the negative, we 
may be interpreted as denying that any laws can rightfully be 
enforced ; which would of course go to destroy the very existence 
of a Political community : if, in the affirmative, we may be inter- 
preted as sanctioning the enforcement of any laws whatever that 
the Legislature may see fit to enact : whether enjoining men to adore 
a Crucifix, or to trample on it ; — to reverence Christ, or Mahomet, 
dtc. The ambiguity of the question lies in **Laws ;" underatood 
either as ** soms laws," or, as " any laws without exc^^iion.**^ 

§10. 

In some cases of ambiguous Middle, the Term in question may be 
■ intriiKiio considered as having in itself, from its own equivocal 
•Dd ineidantai nature, two significations ; ^ which apparently consti* 
•qninMMiooi. ^^^^ ^^^ **Fallacia equivocaitoms'* of Logical writers;) 
othen acain have a Middle-term which is ambiguous from the 
context, t. e. from what is understood in conjunction with it This 

1 Vveli of th« dvefamaiioB by whteh pop«aar you thmn sdmit Clwt Hkm «•«»• |«a mmma- 

•■MmbliM an often misled, eftainse what is nend i« tnezpedient ? " 
called, without any diftinct meaning, the «*doc- 2 8«o Hlstorie Doubts relatite to Ni 
trine of ezpedteney,** (as if the '* right'* and 8 See*' Xaiaye on the Kingdoai «f 

the ** expedient" wwre In oppoaitkni ) might be Hot* A to bsigr 1* 
atteneea by MklBg tbp fimple question, ** Ito 
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division will be found useful, though it is impossible to draw the 
line accurately in it. 

The elliptical character of ordinary discourse causes many Terms 
to become practically ambiguous, which yet are not themselves 
employed in differetU senses, but with different applications, which 
are understood. Thus, " The Faith" would be used by a Christian 
writer to denote the Christian faith, and by a Mussulman, the 
Mahometan ; yet the word Faith, has not in these cases, of itself, 
two different significations. So t*xt»to^, " elect," or ** chosen," is 
sometimes applied to such as are ** chosen" to certakin privileffes and 
adva'fdages ; (as the Israelites were, though " they were overthrown 
in the wilderness" for their disobedience ; and as all Christians are 
frequently called in the New Testament) sometimes again to those 
who are *' chosen," as fit to receive a final reward, having made a 
right use of those advantages ; as when our Lord says, " many are 
called but few chosen." 

• What Logicians have mentioned^ under the title of "Fallacia 
amphiboUse " is referable to this last class ; though in hboiia 

real practice it is not very likely to occur. An ctm- ^^ * 
phUndous sentence is one that is capable of two meanings, not from 
the double sense of any of the words, but from its admitting of a 
double construction : as in the instance Aldrich gives, which is 
untranslatable ; " quod tangitur a Socrate, illud sentit ; " where 
" illud " mav be taken either as the nominative or accusative. So 
also the celebrated response of the oracle ; *' Aio te, ^acida, 
Romanes vincere posse : " " Pyrrhus the Romans shall, I say, 
subdue : " which closely resembles (as Shakspeare remarks) the 
witch-prophecy, " The Duke yet lives that Henry shall depose." 
This effect is produced by what the French call ''constructioii 
louche," a squinting construction ; i. e. where some word or words 
may be referred either to the former or latter chiuse of the sentence ; 
of which an instance occurs in the rubric prefixed to the service 
for the 30th January. " If this day shall happen to be Sunday 

Ithis form of prayer shall be used] and the fiist kept the next day 
bllowing ; " the clause in brackets may belong either to the former 
or the latter part of the sentence. In Uie Nicene Creed, the words, 
" by whom all things were made," are grammatically referable 
either to the Father or the Son. And in the 2d Commandment, the 
clause " of them that hate me," is a genitive governed either by 
'* children," or by " generation : " the Litter being indicated by tlie 
ordinary mode of punctuation and of reading ; which totally 
changes the real sense. 1. The following clause of a sentence from 
a newspaper, is a curious specimen of Amphibolia : — *' For 
protecting and upholding such electors as refused, contrary to their 
desires and consciences, to vote for Messrs. A and B, regardless of 
threats, and unmindful of intimidation." 

1 8w BhttoriOi App«B41s. 
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There are various ways in which words come to have two 
meanings : 
«a^*'*"Sn ^®^' y accident; (i, e. when there is no perceptible 
^^^ ° connection between the two meanings) as ** light** 
signifies both the contrary to ''heavy" and the contrary to 
''dark/' Thus, such Proper -names as John or Thomas, &c.y 
which happen to belong to several different persons, are ambiguous, 
because they have a different signification in each case where they 
are applied. Words which fall under this first head are what are 
the most strictly called equivocal, 

2dly. There are several terms in the use of which it is necessary 
to notice the distinction between first and second in- 
ond Siemior" ^wa^Mw*- * The " first intention " of a Term, (according 
to the usual acceptation of this phrase) is a certain 
ffogne and general signification of it, as opposed to one mfya^ precise 
and limited, which it bears in some particular art, science, or system, 
and which is called its ** second intention." Thus, among farmers, 
in some parts, the word ** beast " is applied particularly and espe- 
cially to the ox kind : and " bird," in the language of many 
sportsmen, is in like manner appropriated to the partridge : the 
common and general acceptation (which every one is well acquainted 
with) of each of these two words, is the First-intention of each ; 
the other, its Second-intention. 

For some remarks on the Second-intention of^e word "species," 
when applied to organized beings, (viz. as denoting those plants or 
animals, which it is conceived may have descended from a common 
stock,) see the subjoined Dissertation, Book IV, Chap. V, § 1. 

It is evident that a Term may have several Second-intentions» 
according to the several systems into which it is introduced, and 
of which it is one of the technical Terms : thus " line " signifies, 
in the Art-military, a certain form of drawing up ships or troops : 
in Geography, a certain division of the earth ; to the fisherman, a 
.string to catch fish, <Sz;c., &o.; all which are so many distinct 
Second-intentions, ih each of which there is a certain signification 
" of extension in length " which constitutes the First-intention, and 
which corresponds pretty nearly with the employment of the Term 
in Mathematics. 

In a few instances the Second-intention, or philosophical employ- 
ment of a Term, is more extensive than the First-intention, or 
popular use : thus "affection " is limited in popular use to "love ; " 
"charity," to "almsgiving;" "flower," to those flowers which 
have conspicuous petals ; and fruit, to such as are eatable. 

1 I am awsre that there exists another alluded to, because I must eonfeas that, after 

epinioD as to the meaning of the phrase the most patient attention devoted to the ex- 

^^second intention ; " and that Aldrieh is un- planations given of it, I hare nererbeen able 

derstood by some persons to mean (as indeed to comprehend what it is that is meant by it. 

bis expression may very well be understood It Ui one, howerer, which, whether sound or 

to imply) that everf predieabU must nece^sa- unsound, appears not to be connected wiih 

vily be employed in the Second-intention. I any Logical processes, and, therefore, may be 

do Bol ondertakit to eombat tiie doctrine lofely passed bj on tlM present occasion. 
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It will sometimes bApj)en, that a term shall be employed always 
in some one or other oi its second intentions ; and never, strictly 
in the first, though that first intention is 9^ part of iia sigmfication in 
each case. It is evident that the utmost care is requisite to avoid 
confounding together, either the first and second intentions, or the 
di£ferent second intentions with each other. 

ddly. When two or more things are connected by resemJUanee or 
analogy, they will frequentlv have the same name. BflsembUnc* 
Thus a ^^Uade of grass," and the contrivance in build- "»dAii*iogy. 
ing called a '* dove-tail,^' are so*called from their resemblance to the 
Uade^ of a sword, and the tail of a real dove. But two things may 
be connected by analogy, though they have in themselves no reeem^ 
blance: for analogy is the resemblance of raiioe (or relations:) 
thus, as a sweet taste gratifies the palate, so does a sweet sound 
gratify the ear ; and hence the same word '' sweet *' is applied to 
both, thoufl^h no flavor can resemble a sound in itself. So, the leg 
of a table does not resemble that of an animal ; nor the foot of a 
mountain that of an animal ; but the leg anstoers the sams purpose 
to the table, as the leg of an animal to that animal ; the foot of a 
mountain has the same sittiotion relatively to the mountain, as the 
foot of an animal to the animal. This analogy, therefore, may be 
expressed like a mathematical analogy (or proportion); "leg: 
animal : : supporting-stick : table." 

The words pertaining to Jdind may in general be traced up, as 
borrowed (which no doubt they all were, originally) by Analogy, 
from those pertaining to Matter : though in many cases the primary 
sense has been obsolete. 

Thus, " edify "' in its primary sense of *' build up "* is disused, 
and the origin of it often forgotten ; although the substantive 
*' edifice " remains in common use, in a corresponding sense. 

When however we speak of "weighing" the reason on both 
sides, — of " seeing," or " feeling " the force of an argument, — 
** imprinting" anyuiing on the memory, <fec. we are aware of these 
words being used analogically. 

In all these cases (of this 3d head) one of the meanings of the 
word is called by Logicians proper, t. e. original or prin»«ry »n4 
primary ; the other improper, secondary, or transferred : ieoood»ry 
thus, stoeet is ori^nally and properly applied to tastes ; """*** 
secondarily and improperly (t. e. by analogy) to sounds : thus also, 
dove-tail is applied secondarily (though not by analogy, but by 
direct resemblance) to the contrivance in building so called. 

When the secondary meaning of a word is founded on some 
fanciful analogy, and especially when it is introduced for orna- 
ment's sake, we call this a metaphor; as when we speak of "a 

1 UnlMS, indeed, the primary application of perhaps more probable: but the question if 
the Term be to the leaf of grass, and the unimportant in the prvsent ease, 
fceondazy to eatting lastnunents, which is 2 See 1 Peter ii, 6. 
9 8m J9ktuon,''4 Diai^Morjf, 
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ship's plauffhin^ the deep ; '* the turning up of the surface being 
essential indeed to the plough, but accidental only, to the ship. 
But if the analogy be a more important and essential one, and 
especially if we have no other word to express our meaning but this 
transferred one, we then call it merely an analogous word (though 
the metaphor is analogous also) e. g, one would hardly call it meto- 
phorieal or figurative language to speak of the "leg of a table," or 
** mouth of a river."' 

There are two kinds of error, each very common — which lead to 
confusion of thought in our use of analogical words : 

I. The error of supposing the things themselves to be similar, from 
their having similar relations to other things. 

II. The still commoner error of supposing the Analog to extend 
further than it does ; [or, to be more complete than it reafiy is ;] from 
not considering in what the Analogy in each case consists. 

For instance, the ** Servants " that we read of in the Bible, and in 
other translations of ancient books, are so called by Analogy to 
servants among us : and that Analogy consists in the offices which 
a ''servant" performs, in waiting on his master, and doing his 
bidding. It is in this respect that the one description of " servant " 
"corresponds" ["answers"] to the other. And hence some 
persons have been led to apply all that is said in Scripture respecting 
Masters and Servants, to these times, and this Country : forgetting 
that the Analogy is not complete, and extends no further than the 
point above-mentioned. For the ancient " servants " (except when 
expressly spoken of as AtV«(/-8ervants) were Slaves ; a part of the 
Master's possessions. 

4thly. Several things may be called by the same name (though 
Connection ^^^7 hsTe HO conncction of resemblance or analogy) 
of time or from being connected hy vicinity of time or place ; under 
pUe«, fre. which head will cotoe the connection of cause and effect, 
or of part and whole, <kc. ; and the transference of words in this 
wav from the primary to a secondary meaning, is what Grammarians 
call Metonymy. Thus, a door signifies both an opening in the wall 
(more strictly called the door-way) and a board which closes it ; 
which are things neither similar nor analogous. When I say, " the 
rose smells sweet ; " and " I smell the rose ; " the word " smell " 
has two meanings : in the latter sentence, I am speaking of a certain 
sensation in my own mind ; in the former, of a certain quality in the 
flower, which produces that sensation, but which of course cannot 
in the least resemble it ; and here the word smell is applied with 
equal propriety to both. On this ambiguity have been founded the 
striking paradoxes of those who have maintained that there is no 
heat in fire, no cold in ice, <fec. The sensations of heat, cold, Ac. 
can of course only belong to a Sentient Being. Thus again the 
word " certainty," denotes either, primarily, the state of our own 

I See Bp. Copleston'a Mcofont of katAxtgf la tb« note! to his ** low diiGOunes.'^ 
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nUnd when we are fred from doubt, or secondarily, the character of 
the event about which we feel certain. [See Appendix, No. I.] 
Thus, we speak of Homer, for " the works of Homer ; " and this is 
a secondary or transferred meaning: and so it is when we say, 
^'a good shot," for a good marksman: but the word "shot'* has 
two other meanings, which are both equally proper ; viz* ike iking 
put into a gun in order to be discharged from it, and the oc/ of 
discharging it. 

Thus *• learning '* signifies either the act of acquiring l^nowledge, 
or the knowledge itself ; e. g, '* he neglects his learning; " ** Johnson 
was a man of learning." *' Possesnon " is ambiguous in the same 
, manner ; and a multitude of others. A remarkable and most 
important instance is the ambiguity of such words as ''same,** 
"(me,** (fee. (See the Articles on those words in Appendix, and 
also Book IV, Chap V, § 1 and 2.) 

Much confusion often arises from ambiguity of this kind, when 
unperceived ; nor is there any point in which the copiousness and 
consequent precision of the Qreek language is more to be admired 
than in its distinct terms for expressing an act, and the result of 
that act ; e. g. 9(pa|i^ " the doing of any thing ;" ftpoy/ua, the "thing 
done ; " so, doo«$ and d«p9y — ^-^^i ^nd xi^ftfta, dec. 

It will very often happen, that two of the meanings of a word 
will have no connection with one another, but will each have some 
connection with the third. Thus, "martyr" originally signified a 
witness; thence it was applied to those who suffered in bearing 
testimony to Ohristianity ; and thence again it is often applied to 
" sufferers" in general : the first and third significations are not the 
least connected. Thus *'post " signifies originally a pillar, (postum, 
from pano) then, a distance marked out by posts ; and then, the 
carriages, messengers, <fec. that traveled over this distance. Thus 
** Clerk," originally one in Holy Orders, came to be used as it is at 
present, from the ** Clergy" having been, during the dark Ages, 
almost the only persons who could read. 

It would puzzle any one, proceeding on mere conjecture, to make 
out how the word "premises" should have come to signify "a 
building." 

Ambiguities of this kind belong practically to the first head : 
there being no perceived connection between the different senses. 

Another source of practical ambiguity (as has been just observed) 
'< is, that, in respect of any subject concerning which 
the generality of men are accustomed to speiSc much gJJJ?^ *"*" 
and familiarly in their conversation relative to that, they 
usually introduce elliptical expressions ; very clearly understood 
in the outset, but whose elliptical character comes, in time, to be so 
fiir lost sight of, that confusion of language, and thence, of thought, 
is sometimes the result. Thus, the expression of a person's possess- 
ing a fortune of £10»000 is an elliptical phrase : meaning, at full 
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length, that all his property if sold would exchange for that sum of 
money. And in ninety -nine instances out of a hundred, no error or 
confusion of thought arises from this language ; but there is no 
doubt that it mainly contributed to introduce and foster the notion 
that Wealth consists especially of gold and silver (these being used 
to measure and express its amount); and that the sure way to enrich 
a country is to promote the importation, and preyent the export of 
the precious metals ; with all the other absurdities of what is com- 
monly called ' the mercantile System.' So also we speak commonly 
of ' the example of such a one's punishment serving to deter others 
from crime.' And usuaUy, no misapprehension results from this, 
which is, in truth, an ellipUcal expression. But sometimes sophis- 
tical reasoners take advantage of it, and men who are not clear- 
headed are led into confusion of thought Strictly speaking, what 
deters a man from crime in such cases as those alluded to, is, the 
apprehension of himself suffering punishment. That apprehension 
may be excited by the example of another's being punished ; or it 
may be excited mihoui that example, if punishment be denounced, 
and there is good reason to expect that tlie threat will not be an 
empty one. And on the other hand, the example of others' suf- 
fering punishment does not deter any one, if it fail to excite this 
apprehension for himself; if for instance he consider himself as an 
exempt person, as is the case with a despot in barbarian countries, or 
with a madman who expects to be acquitted on the plea of insanity. : 

"Again, when a man complains of being 'out of work* — is 
'lookinj? out for employment,' — and hopes for subsistence by labor, 
this is elliptical languf^, well enough understood in general. We 
know that what man lives on, is food ; and that he who is said to be 
looking out for work, is in want of food and other necessaries, which 
he hopes to procure in exchange for his labor, and has no hope of 
obtaining without it. But there is no doubt that this elliptical lan- 
guage has contributed to lead those who were not attentive to the 
character of the expression, to regard every thing as beneficial to 
the laboring classes which furnishes employment, i, e, gives trouble; 
even though no consequent increase should ta;ke place in the 
Country, of the food and other commodities destined for their 
support."* A snow-drift which obstructs a road, and a vein of 
valuable ore, may conceivably each furnish employment for an equal 
number of laborers. 

The remedy for ambiguity is a Definition of the Term which is 
suspected of being used in two senses ; viz, a Nominal^ not neces- 
sarily a Real Definition: as was remarked in Book II, Chap. V. 

It is important to observe that the very circumstance which in 

any case ** makes a definition the m^'e necessary, is apt 

mo^t'uMde?*" to lead to the omission of it : for when any terms are 

employed that are not familiarly introduced into ordi- 

. 1 Pol.lEeoii.Lcet.IX. 
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nary discourse, such as ' parallelogram/ or ' sphere/ or * tangent/ 
* pencil of rays/ or 'refraction/ — * oxygen/ or 'alkali/ — the 
learner is ready to inquire, and the writer to anticipate the inquiry, 
what is meant hy this or that term ? And though in such cases it 
is undoubtedly a correct procedure to answer this inquiry by a 
definition, yet of the two cases, a definition is even more necessary 
in the other, where it is not so likely to be called for ; — where the 
word, not being new to the student, but familiar to his ear, from its 
employment in every-day discourse, is liable to the ambiguity which 
is almost always the result. For in respect of words that sound 
something new and strange, though it is, as I have said, much 
better to define them in the outset, yet even without this, the student 
would gradually collect their meaning pretty correctly, as he pro- 
ceeded m his study of any treatise ; from having nothing to mislead 
him — nothing from which to form his notions at all, except the 
manner in w^ich the terms were employed in the work itself that is 
before him. And the very desire he had felt of a definition would 
lead him in this way to form one, and generally a sufficiently cor-, 
rect one, for himself. 

** It is otherwise with terms to which we are familiarly accus- 
tomed. Of these, the student does not usually crave definitions, 
from supposing, for that reason, that he understands them well 
enough : though perhaps (without suspecting it) he has in reality 
been accustomed to hear them employed in various senses, and to 
attach but a vague and inaccurate notion to them. If you speak to 
an uninstructed hearer, of any thing that is spherical, or circular, or 
cylindrical, he will probably beg for an explanation of your meaning ; 
but if you tell him of any thing that is round, it will not strike him 
that any explanation is needed : though he has been accustomed to 
employ the word, indiscriminately, in all the senses denoted by the 
other three." * 

But here it may be proper to remark, ' that for the avoiding of 
Fallacy, or of Verbal-controversy, it is only requisite Deflnitions 
that the term should be employed uniformly in the howfortobe 
same sense, as far as the existing question is concerned, ***°'***- 
Thus, two persons might, in discussing the question whether 
Augustus was a obeat man, have some such difference in their 
acceptation of the epithet *' great," as would be non-essential to 
that question ; e. g, one of them might understand by it nothing 
more than eminent intellectual and moral qualities ; while the other 
might conceive it to imply the performance of splendid actions : 
this abstract difiference of meaning would not produce any disagree- 
ment in the existing question, because both those circumstances 
are united in the case of Augustus ; but if one (and not the other) 
of the parties understood the epithet ''great" to imply pure pat- 
riotism, — osNSROSiTT of character, Ac, then there would be a 

1 Pol. Ecoii.L»ct. IX. 1 8m Book II, Ob V, $ 6. 
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disagreement as to tbe application of the Term, eren between those 
who might think alike of Augustus's character, as wanting in those 
qualities. ^ Definition, the specific for ambiguity, is to be emplojred, 
and demanded, with a view to this principle ; it is sufficient 
on each occasion to define a Term €u far €u regards the questUm 
In hand. 

If, for example, we were remonstrating with any one for quitting 
the church of which he was a member, wantonly, and not from 
strong and deliberate conscientious conviction, but from motives of 
taste or fancy, and he were to reply by asking, how do you define a 
Church ? the demand would be ^uite irrelevant, unless he meant 
to deny that the Community he quits U a Church* But if we were 
to insist on desi^ating any one religious-community on earth to 
which we might belong, as tii4 univeraal or Catholic Church, — in 
demanding from all Christians submission to its ordinances and 
decisions, and denouncing all who should not belong to it, as being 
out of the pale of Christ's ChurcK then indeed we might fiiirly be 
called on to give a definition, and one which should be consistenLt 
with facts. ^ 

§11. 

Of those cases where the ambiguity arises /rom the caniM, there 
are several species ; some of which Logicians have enumerated, but 
have neglected to refer them, in the first place, to one common class 
( viz. the one under which they are here placed ; ) and have even 
arranged some under the head of Fallacies **in dictione,** and others 
under that of ** extra dictianem.'* 

We may consider, as the first of these species, the Fallacy of 
Fallacy of * * Di visiou * ' and that of * * Composition, ' * taken together ; 
DiTii>ionana sincc in each of these the Middle-term is used in one 
Composition Ppemiss collectively y in the other, distributively : if the 
former of these is the major Premiss, and the latter, the minor, 
this is called the ** Fallacy of Division ; " the Term which is first 
taken collectively being afterwards divided ; and vice versa. The 
ordinary examples are such as these : ** All the angles of a triangle 
are equal to two right angles : A B C is an angle of a triangle ; 
therefore A B C is equal to two right angles." ''Five is one 
number ; three and two are five : therefore three and two are one 
number ; " or, " three and two are two numbers, ^yq is three and 
two, therefore five is two numbers : " it is manifest that the Middle- 
term, three and two (in this last example) is ambiguous, signifying, 
in the major Premiss, " taken distinctly ; " in the minor, ** taken 
together : " and so of the' rest. 

To this head may be referred the common Fallacy of over-rating* 
where each premiss of an argument is only probable, the probability 
of the conclusion ; which, in that case, is less than that of the le»9 

ISmBooHIV, CluIV, fl* a8eeApp«BittZ|Artieia"Sratli.» 
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probable of the premises. ^ For, suppose tbe probability of one of 
these to be j| and of the other ^ (each more likely than not) the 
probability of the conclusion will be only ^ or a little more than 
{ ; which is le9% than an even chance. This Fallacy may be most 
easily stated as a conditional ; a form in which any Fallacy of 
ambiguous middle may easily be exhibited. E.G. '*If it is more 
likely than not, that these premises are true : {i,e. that they are 
both true) it is more likely than not, that the conclusion is true : 
but it is more likely than not that the premises are true : (». e. that 
«acA of them is so) therefore it is more likely than not that the 
conclusion is true.'* Here, a term in the antecedent, vts. — '' that 
the premises are more likely than not to be true " — is taken ^otn/^y 
in the Major, and eUmdedly in the Minor. 

To the same class we may refer the Fallacy b^ which men 
have sometimes been led to admit, or pretend to admit, the doctrine 
of Necessity ; e, g. ** he who necessarily goes or stays (i, e. in 
reality, * who necessarily goes, or who necessarily stays *) is not a 
free agent ; you must necessarily go or stay (i.e. * you must neces* 
s&rilj take the alternative'), therefore, you are not a free agent." 
Such also is the Fallacy which probably operates on most adven- 
turers in lotteries; e.y. "the gaining of a prize is no uncommon 
occurrence ; and what is no uncommon occurrence may reasonably 
be expected : therefore the gaining of a high prize may reasonably 
be expected ; " the Conclusion, wen applied to the individual (as 
in practice it is), must be understood in the sense of "reasonably 
expected by a certain individual; " therefore, for the Major-Premiss 
to be true, the middle-Term must be understood to mean, " no 
uncommon occurrence to some one partictdar person ; ^' whereas 
for the Minor (which has been placed first) to be true, you must 
understand it of " no uncommon occurrence to someone or other; " 
and thus you will have the Fallacy of Composition. 

There is no Fallacy more common or more likely to deceive, than 
the one now before us. The form in which it is most usually 
employed, is to establish some truth, separately^ concerning each 
single member of a certain class, and thence to infer the same of 
the whole collectively. Thus, some infidels have labored to prove^ 
concerning some one of our Lord's miracles, that it might have been 
the result of an accidental conjuncture of natural circumstances ; 
next, they endeavor to prove the same concerning another; and so 

1 Sm beloir, ^ lA. Sone peraonf profMw 8onB whote trade it ja, in wbieh caleaUtionii 
cootempfe for all soeh eateaUtiona, 00 tba of thii nrtun an made, in tbe purehaae of 
ground that wo cannot be quite store of the contingent nversionsy depending, tometimefl, 
exact degree of probability of each premiM. on a great variety of ri«ks, wbioh oan onl^ 
And tliie is tme ; bat tfeds umtntoidabU an* be coigectaraUy estimated ; and in Insar- 
eertainty is 00 reason why we shall not guard anees, not only against ordinary risks (the 
against au additienml sooroe of uncertainty ealcutatkms of which are to be drawn from 
which can be avoided. It is some advantage StatisticaUtables) but also against every vari- 
to have no more doubt as to the degree of ety and degree of extraordifuuy risk ; the 

Cobabillty of the Conclusion, than we have cjtacf amount of which, no one can confldenv 
•pectlng that of the premises. " ly pronounce upon. But the calculations aril 

And ia fMt there are OAees, kept by per- hasMoatbebeateiltiaBatethateanbefbiaMi. 
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on ; and thence infer that all of them occurring as a series might 
have been so. They might argue in like manner, that because it is 
not very improbable one may throw sixes in any one out of a 
hundred throws, therefore, it is no more improbable that one may 
throw sixes a hundred times running. 

It will often happen that when two objects are inccmpcMle, though 
either of them, separately, may be attained, the incom- 
SlEcy!*'^'* patibility is disguised by a rapid and frequent transition 
from the one to the other alternately. I!, G. You may 
prove that £100 would accomplish this object; and then, that it 
would accomplish thai: and then, you recur to the former ; and 
back again : till at length a notion is generated of the possibility of 
accomplishing both by this £100. " Two distinct objects may, by 
being dexterously presented, again and again in quick succession, 
to the mind of a cursory reader, be so associated together in his 
thoughts, as to be conceived capable, when in &ct they are not, of 
being actuaUy combined in practice. The fidlacious belief thus 
induced bears a striking resemblance to the optical illusion effected 
by that ingenious and philosophical toy called the Thaumatrope ; 
in which two objects painted on opposite sides of a card, — for 
instance a man and a horse, — a bird and a cage, — are, by a quick 
rotatory motion, made to impress tlie eye in combination, so as to 
form one picture of the man on the horse's back, the bird in the 
cage, <!^c. As soon as the card is allowed to remain at rest, the 
figures, of course, appear as they really are, separate and on 
opposite sides. A mental illusion closely analogous to this, is pro- 
duced, when by a rapid and repeated transition from one subject 
to another alternately, the mind is deluded into an idea of the 
actual combination of things that are really incompatible. The 
chief part of the defense which various writers have advanced in * 
favor of the system of Penal- Colonies, consists, in truth, of a sort 
of intellectual Thaumatrope. The prosperity of the C6L<my, and the 
repression of crime, are, by a sort of rapid whirl, presented to the 
mind as combined in one picture. A very moderate degree of calm 
and fixed attention soon shows that the two objects are painted on 
opposite sides of the card."* 

The Fallacy of Division may often be considered as turning on 

Ambiguity *^« ambiguity of the word " all ; '* which may easily 

ffj^ewora be dispelled by substitutip^ for it the word "each " or 

"every," where that is its signification ; «. y, " all these 

trees make a thick shade," is ambiguous ; meaning, either, "every 

one of them," or "all together." 

This is a Fallacy with which men are extremely apt to deceive 
themsehes: for when a multitude of particulars are presented to the 
mind, many are too weak or too indolent to take a comprehensive 
view of them ; but confine their attention to each single point, by 

1 Remarks on TnuuiportftUon, pp. 25, 28. 
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turns ; and then decide, infer, and act accordingly ; e, g. tlie impru- 
dent spendthrift, finding that he is able to afford this, or that, <yr the 
other expense, forgets that aU of them together will ruin him. 

To the same head may be reduced that fallacious reasoning by 
which men vindicate themselves to their own conscience and to 
others, for the neglect of those undefined duties, which, though 
indispensable, and therefore, not left to our choic^ whether we will 
practice them or not, are left to our discretion as to the mode, and 
the particular occasions of practicing them ; e. g, ''I am not bound 
to contribute to this charity in particular , nor to that ; nor to the 
other," the practical conclusion which they draw is, thatoZ/ charity 
may be dispensed with. 

As men are apt to forget that any two circumstances ^not natu- 
rally connected) are more rarely to be met with combined than 
separate, though they be not at all incompatible ; so also they are 
apt to imagine, from finding that thev are rarely combined, that 
there ia an incompatibility; e, g. if the chances are ten to one against 
a man's possessing strong reasoning powers, and ten to one against 
exquisite taste, the chances against the combination of the two (sup- 
posing them neither connected nor opposed) will be a hundred to 
one. Many, therefore, from finding them so rarely united, will 
infer that they are in some measure incompatible ; which Fallacy 
may easily be exposed in the form of Undistributed middle : qual- 
ities unfriendly to each other are rarely combined ; excellence in 
the reasoning powers, and in taste, are rarely combined ; therefore 
they are qualities unfriendly to each other. 

§12. 

The other kind of ambiguity arising from the context, and which 
is the last case of Ambiguous middle that I shall notice, 
is the **/aUacia accidetUis: " together with its converse, acoWenS. 
/lallacia a dicta secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter ; " 
in each of which the Middle-Term is used, in one Premiss to signify 
something considered simply, in itself, and as to its essence ; and in 
the other Premiss, so as to imply that its Accidents are taken into 
account with it: as in the well-known example, " what is bought in 
the market is eaten; raw meat is bought in the market; therefore raw 
meat is eaten.'' Here the Middle has understood in conjunction 
with it, in the Major Premiss, ** as to its substance merely: " in the 
Minor, *' as to its condition and circumstances," 

To this head, perhaps, as well as to any, may be referred the 
Fallacies which are frequently founded on the occasional, partial, 
and temporary variations in the acceptation of some Term, arising 
from circumstances of person, time and place, which will occasion 
something to be understood in conjunction with it beyond its strict 
literal signification. JE^ O. The word ** loyalty," which properly 
denotes attachment to laujfid government, — whether of a king. 
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president, senate, Ac, aooording to the respective institations <^ 
each nation — has often been used to signify exclusively, attachment 
to resfal authority : and that» even when carried beyond the bounda* 
ries of law. So, " reformer" has sometimes been limited to the 
protestant reformers of religion, sometimes, to the advocates of some 
particular parliamentary reform, d^c. And whenever any phrase of 
this kind has become a kind of watoh-word or gathering-cry of a 
party, the employment of it would commonly imply certain senti- 
m^ents not literallv expressed by the words. To assume therefore 
that one is friendly or unfriendly to ''Loyalty" or to "Reform" 
in one sense, because he has declared himself friendly or unfriendly 
to it in another sense, when implying and connected with such anijL 
such other sentiments, is a Fallacy, such as may £ftirly be referred 
to the present head. \^ 

§13. 

On the non-logical (or material) Fallacies: and first, of "begging 
the question ; " PetUio Principii, 

The indistinct and unphilosophical account which has been given 
by Logical writers of tlie Fallacy of " nan-causa," and 
^JSJtteof **** tli*t ^? *'petUio principii," makes it very difficult to 
ascertain wherein they conceived them to differ, and 
what they understood to be the distinctive character of each. I 
shall not therefore undertake to conform exactly to their language, 
but merely to express myself distinctly, without departing more thaa 
is necessary for that purpose, from established usage. 

Let the name then of " petitio principii" {begging the question) 
be confined to those cases in which one of the Premises either is 
manifestly the same in sense with the Conclusion, or is actually 
proved from it, or is such as the persons you are addressing' are 
not likely to know, or to admit, except as an inference from the 
Conclusion : as, e, g. if any one should infer the authenticity of a 
certain history, from its recording such and such facts, the reality 
of which rests on the evidence of that history. 

All other cases in which a Premiss (whether the expressed or 
the suppressed one) has no sufficient claim to be admitted, I shall 
designate as the ** Fallacy of undue assumption of a Premiss." 

Let it however be observed, that in such cases (apparently) as 
this, we must not too hastily pronounce the argument fallacious ; 
for it may be perfectly fair at the commencement of an argument to 
assume a Premiss that is not more evident than the Conclusion, or 
is even ever so paradoxical, provided you proceed to prove fsLiAj that 
Premiss ; and m like manner it is both usual and fair to begin by 
deducing your Conclusion from a Premiss exactly equivalent to it ; 

1 For of two propotiUont, Um ont nay bo tht mort OTidonI to •omt, and tho other, to 
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which is merely throwing the proposition in question into the form 
in which it will be most conveniently proved. 

Arguing in a Circle, however, must necessarily be unfair ; though 
it frequently is practiced undesignedly ; e. g, some Me- 
chanicians attempt to prove, (what they ought to have circS"*"*^"* 
laid down as a probable but doubtful hypothesis,) that 
every particle of matter gravitates, equally ; " why ? " because those 
bodies which contain more particles ever gravitate more strongly, 
f. e, are heavier : " but (it may be urged) tliose which are heaviest 
are not always more bulky:" **no, but still they contain more parti- 
cles, though more closely "condensed;" "how do you know 
that ? *' «« because they are heavier ; " " how does that prove it ? " 
" because all particles of matter gravitating equally, that mass which 
is specifically the heavier must needs have the more of them in the 
same space." ' 

Of course the narrfmer the Circle, the less likely it is to escape 
the detection, either of the reasoner himself, (for men often deceive 
themselves in this way) or of his hearers. When there is a long 
circuit of many intervening propositions before you come back to 
the original Conclusion, it will often not be perceived that the 
arguments really do proceed in a " Circle ; " just as when any one 
is advancing in a straight line (as we are accustomed to call it) 
along a plain on this Earth's surface, it escapes our notice that we are 
really moving along the circumference of a Circle, (since the earth 
is a globe) and that if we could go on without interruption in the 
same line, we should at length arrive at the very spot we set out 
from. But this we readily perceive, when we are walking round a 
small hill. 

For instance, if any one argues that you ought to submit to the 
guidance of himself, or his leader, or his party, &c., because these 
maintain what is right ; and then argues that what is so maintained 
is right, because it is maintained by persons whom you ought to 
submit to ; and that these are, himself and his party ; or again, if 
any one maintains that so and so must be a thing morally wrong, 
because it is prohibited in the moral portion of the Mosaic-law, and 
then, that the prohibition of it does form a part of the moral (not 
the ceremonial, or the civil ) portion of the Law, because it is a thing 
morally torong, — either oi these would be too narrow a Circle to 
escape detection, unless several intermediate steps were interposed. 
Ana if the form of expression of each proposition be varied every 
time it recurs, — the sense of it remaining the same, — this will 
greatly aid the deception. 

Of course, the way to expose the Fallacy, is to reverse this 
procedure : to narrow the Circle, by cutting off the intermediate 
steps ; and to exhibit the same proposition, — when it comes round 
the second time, --*- in the same words. 

Obliquity and disguise being of course most important to the 

14 
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success of tbe petUio principii as well as of other 
•x?«i?toL? ""^ Fallacies, the Sophist will in general either have 

recourse to the " Circle," or else not venture to state 
distinctly his assumption of the point in question, but will rather 
assert some other proposition which implies it ;' thus keeping out 
of sight (as a dexterous thief does stolen goods) the point in 
question, at the very moment when he is taking it for granted. 
Hence the frequent union of this Fallacy with ** ignoratio elencki : " 

fVide § 16.] The English language is perhaps the more suitable 
or the Fallacy of petitio principii^ from its being formed from two 
distinct languages, and thus abounding in synonymous expressions, 
l^hich have no resemblance in sound, and no connection in 
etymology; so that a Sophist may bring forward a proposition 
expressed in words of Saxon origin, and give as a reason for it, 
the very same proposition stated in words of Norman origin ; e. g. 
"to allow every man an unbounded freedom of speech must 
always be, on the whole, advantageous to the State ; for it is highly 
conductive to the interests of the community, that each individual 
should enjoy a liberty perfectly unlimited, of expressing his senti- 
ments." 

§ 14. 

The next head is, the falsity, or, at least, undue assumption, of 
a Premiss that is not equivalent to, or dependent on, 
aJw^prion. ^^® Conclusion ; which, as has been before said, seems 
to correspond nearly with the meaning of Logicians, 
when they speak of ** non causa pro causa** This name indeed 
would seem to imply a much narrower class : there being one 
species of arguments which are from cause to effect; in which, of 
course, two things are necessary ; 1st, the sufficiency of the cause ; 
2d, its establishment ; these are the two Premises ; if therefore the 
former be unduly assumed, we are arguing from that which is noi 
a sufficient cause as if it were so : e. g. as if one should contend 
from such a man's having been unjust or cruel, that he will 
certainly be visited with some heavy temporal judgment, and come 
to an untimely end. In this instance the Sophist, from having 
assumed, in the Premiss, the (granted) existence of a pretended 
cause, infers, in the Conclusion, the existence of the pretended 
effect, which we have supposed to be the Question. Or vice versa, 
the pretended effect may be employed to establish the cause ; e. g, 
inferring sinfulness from temporal calamity. But when hoth the 
pretended cause and effect are granted, t. e, granted to exxst, then 
the Sophist will infer something from their pretended connection; 
f. e, he will assume as a Premiss, that " of these two admitted facts, 
the one is the cause of the other;" as Whitfield attributed his 

1. Gibbon affords the inost remarkable in* the Snbjeet of hli Proposition. Uis wwy of 
Btancen of tliis kind of style. Thiit which he writing reminds one of those persons «(ha 
really means to speak of, is hardly ever made n«Ter dare look jon full in the face. 
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being oTertaken by a hail-stonn to his baying not preached at the 
last town ; or as the opponents of the Reformation assumed that it 
was the cause of the troubles which took place at that period, and 
thence inferred that it was an evil. 

Many are the cases in which a Sign (see Ehet, Part I,) from 
which one might fsiirly infer a certiun phenomenon, is 
Caui? ^^ **' mistaken for the Cause of it : (as if one should suppose 
the £adling of the mercury to be a cause of rain ; of 
which it certainly is an indication) whereas the fact will often be 
the very reverse. ^. Q, A. great deal of monef in a country is a 
pretty sure proof of its wealth ; and thence has been often regarded 
as the cause of it ; whereas in truth it is an effect. The same, with 
a numerous and increasing population. Again, The labor bestowed 
on any commodity has often been represented as the cause of its 
value ; though every one would call a fine pearl an article of value, 
even though he should meet with it accidentally in eating an oyster. 
Pearls are indeed generally obtained by laborious diving } but they 
do not fetch a high price from that cause ; but on the contrary men 
dive for them because they fetch a high price. ^ So also exposure 
to want and hardship in youth, has been regarded as a cause of 
the hardy constitution of those men and brutes which have been 
brought up in barren countries of uncongenial climate. Yet the 
most experienced cattle-breeders know that animals are, ccBieris 
paribus, the more hardy for having been well fed and sheltered in 
youth ; but early hardships, by destroying all the tender, ensure 
the hardiness of the survivors ; which is the cause, not the effect, 
of their having lived througrh such a training. . So, loading a gun- 
barrel to the muzzle, and firing it, does not give it strength ; though 
it proves, if it escape, that it was strong. 

In like manner, nothing is more common than to hear Appwi to 
a person state confidently, as from his own experience, nippoMdexp^ 
that such and such a patient was cured by this or that *'^^' 
medicine : whereas all that he absolutely knows, is that he took the 
medicine, and that he recovered. 

Similar is the procedure of many who are no theorists forsooth, 
but have found by experience that the diffusion of education dis- 
qualifies the lower classes for humble toil. They have perhaps 
experienced really a deterioration in this last respect ; and having a 
dislike to education, they shut their eyes to the increase of pauperism; 
i. e, of the habit of depending on parish-pay, rather thim on inde- 
pendent exertions ; which, to any unprejudiced eye, wt>uld seem the 
most natural mode of explaining the relaxation of those exertions. 
But such men require us, on the ground that they are practical 
men, to adopt the results of their experience ; t. e. to acquiesce in 
their crude guesses as to cause and effect, (like that of the rustic 

1 PoL Boon. Leek IX. o V 
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who made Tenterden-ateeple the cause of Goodwin Sands,) pre- 
cisely because they are not accustomed to reason. 

I beliere we may refer to the same head the appre* 
ehaui^ttrib- hensions so often entertained, that a ehanp^, however 
Swonw'**™^ small, and however in itself harmless, is necessarily a 
dangerous thing, as tending to produce extensive and 
hurtfiil innovations. Many instances may be found of small alter- 
ations hemgfoUawed by great and mischievous ones ; ^ but I doubt 
whether all history can furnish an instance of the greater innovation 
having been, properly speaking, caused by the lesser. Of course 
the first change will always precede the seccmd ; and many mis- 
chievous innovations have taken place ; but these may all I think be 
referred to a mistaken effort to obtain some good, or get rid of 
some evil ; not to the love of innovation for its own sake. The 
mass of mankind are, in the serious concerns of life, wedded to 
what is established and customary ; and when they make rash 
changes, this may often be explained by the too long postponemeni 
of the requisite changes ; which allows ^as in the case of the 
Reformation) evils to reach an intolerable height, before any remedy 
is thought <H. And even then, the remedy is often so violently 
resisted by many, as to drive others into dangerous extremes* 
And when this occurs, we are triumphantly told that experience 
shows what mischievous excesses are caused by once beginning to 
innovate. "I told you that if once you began to repair your house, 
you would have to pull it all down." "Yes ; but you told me 
wrong ; for if I had begun sooner, the replacing of a few tiles 
might have sufficed. The mischief was, not in taking down the 
first stone, but in letting it stand too long." 

Such an argument as any of these might strictly be 
^°" "* called "nan causapro causa ;" but it is not probable that 



**th«r* ^ *^* Logical writers intended any such limitation (which 
** "* indeed would be wholly unnecessary and impertinent,) 

but rather that they were confounding together cause and reason ; 
the sequence of Conclusion from Premises being perpetually mista- 
ken for that of efeci from physical cause. ^ It ma^ be better, 
therefore, to drop the name which tends to perpetuate this confusion, 
and simply to state (when such is the case) that the premiss is 
''unduly assumed ;" t, e. without being self-evident, or satisfiactorily 
proved. 

The contrivances by which men may deceive themselves or others, 
in assuming Premises unduly, so thai that undue assumption shall 
not he perceived, (for it is in this the Fallacy consists) are of course 
infinite. Sometimes (as was before observed) the douJbtfvl Premiss 
is suppressed, as if it were too evident to need beinff proved, or 
even stated, and as if the whole question turned on the estabHsk- 

1 '* Potb Iwo ; ergo, propter boe.*» S Sm Appendix, No. I, artleli JUct0» 
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ment of tbd other premiss. Thus Home Tooke proves, by an 
immense induction, that all particles were originally nouns or 
verbs ; and thence concludes, that in reality they are so still, and 
that the ordinary division of the parts of speech is absurd ; keeping 
out of sight, as self-evident, the other premiss, which is absolutely 
false ; viz. that the meaning and force of a word, now, and forever, 
must be that which it, or its root, originally bore. 

Sometimes men are shamed into admitting an unfounded asser- 
tion, by being confidently told, that it is so evident, that • 
it would argue great weakness to doubt it. In general, g^SSou. *"" 
however, the more skillful Sophist will avoid a direct 
assertion of what he means unduly to assume ; because that might 
direct the reader's attention to the consideration of the question 
whether it be true or not ; since that which is indisputable does not 
60 often need to be asserted. It succeeds better, therefore, to allude 
to the proposition, as something curious and remarkable ; just as 
the Royal Society were imposed on by being asked to account for 
the fact that a vessel of water received no addition to its weight by 
a dead fish put into it ; while they were seeking for the cause, they 
forgot to ascertain the fact ; and thus admitted without suspicion a 
mere fiction. Thus an eminent Scotch writer,^ instead of asserting 
that the '' advocates of Logic have been worsted and driven from 
the field in every controversy," ^an assertion which, if made, 
would have been the more readily ascertained to be perfectly 
groundless,) merely observes, that <^ it is a circumstamce not a little 
remarkable J* 

Again, any one who is decrying all appeal to evidence in behalf 
of Christianity, (see Appendix III. Note,) will hardly venture to 
Oissert plainly that such was the practice of the Apostles, and that 
they called on men to believe what they preached, without any 
reason for behevine. Thai would present too glaring a contrast to 
the truth. He wiS succeed better by merely dwelling on the ear* 
nest demand of '< fftith '' made by the Apostles ; trustinj|r that the 
inadvertent reader will forget that the Imshs on which this demand 
was made to rest, was, the evidence of miracles and prophecies ; 
and will thus be led to infer that w<6 are to imitate the Apostles by 
a procedure which is in fitct the opposite of theirs. 

One of the many contrivances employed for this purpose, is what 
inay be called the ** Fallacy of references;" which is par- 
ticularly common in popular tlieological works. It is f^^^Uf 
of course a circumstance which adds great weight to 
any assertion, that it shall seem to be supported by many passives 
of Scripture, or of the Fathers and other ancient writers, whose 
works are not in many people's hands. Now wheu a writer can 
find few or none of these^ that distinctly and decidedly favor his 

ipugald 
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opinion, he may at least find manv which may he couceived 
capable of being so understood, or which, in some way or other, 
remotely relate to the subject ; but if these texts were inserted at 
length, it would be at once perceived how little they bear on the 
question ; the usual artifice therefore is, to give mei'ely references to 
them ; trusting that nineteen out of twenty readers will never take 
the trouble of turning to the passages, but, taking for granted that 
they afford, each, some degree of confirmation to what is main- 
tained, will be overawed by seeins^ every assertion supported, 
as they suppose, by five or six Scnpture-texts, — as many from 
the Fathers, (fee. 

Great force is often added to the employment in a declamatory 
Work, of the &llacy now before us, by bitterly reproackinff or 
deriding an opponent, as denying some sacred truth or some evident 
axiom; assummg, that is, that he denies the tnte premiss, and 
keeping out of sight the oue on which the question really turns. 
JS, O, A declaimer who is maintaining some doctrine as being 
taught in Scripture, may impute to his opponents a contempt for 
the authority of Scripture, and reproach them for impiety ; when 
the question really is, whether the doctrine be Scriptural ob not. 

Frequently the Fallacy of irrelevant'condusion [iffno- 
of thb^FaUMy roHo clencht] is called in to the aid of this ; i, e. the 
ijwui **** ***" ^''^^iss is assumed on the ground of another propo- 
sition, somewhat like it, having been proved. Thus, in 
arguing by example, <&c. the partdleliem of two cases is often 
assumed from their being in some respects alike, though perhaps 
they differ in the very point which is essential to the argument. 
JS, G. From the circumstance that some men of humble station, 
who have been well educated, are apt to think themselves above 
low drudgerv» it is argued, that universal education of the lower 
orders would beget general idleness : this argument rests, of course, 
on the assumption of parallelism in the two cases, viz, the past and 
the future ; whereas there is a circumstance that is absolutely 
essential, in which they differ ; for when education is universal, iw 
must cease to be a distinction ; which is probably the very circum- 
stance that renders men too proud for their work. 

Again, parallels have been drawn by Hume, (in his Essay on 
Miracles) and by Christian writers, between the Miracles recorded 
in the New Testament, and those in the Legends of pretended 
Saints ; which last were received just as counterfeit coin is, from its 
resemblance to genuine. 

This very same Fallacy is often resorted to on the opposite side : 
an attempt is made to invalidate some argument from Example, by 
pointing out a difference between the two cases : though they agree 
m every thing that is essential to the question. 

It should be added that we may often be deceived, not only by 
admitting a premiss which is absolutely unsupported, but also, by 
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attributing to one which really is probable, a greater combination 
degree of probability than rightly belongs to it. And of ^probabliS 
this eflfect will often be produced by our omitting to cal- ^**"*- 
culate the probability in each successive step of a long chain of 
argument, and being, in each, (see § 11,) deceived by the fallacy 
of Division. Each premiss successively introduced, may have, as 
was above explained, an excess of chances in its favor, and yet 
the ultimate conclusion may have a great preponderance against it; 
e, g. '*A11 Y is (probably) X : all Z is (probably) Y : therefore 
Z is (probably) X : " now suppose the truth of the major premiss 
to be more probable than not ; in other words, that the chances for 
it are more than -^ ; say | ; and for the truth of the minor, let the 
chances be greater still ; say f : then by multiplying^ together the 
numerators, and also the denominators of these two factions, |xff 
we obtain, |j-, as indicating the degree of probability of the conclu- 
sion; which is less than \; i, e, the conclusion is less likely to be 
true than not. E, G, **The reports this author heard are (probably) 
true ; this ( something which he records ) is a report which 
(probably) he heard; therefore it is true;" suppose, first, The 
majority of the reports he heard, — as 4 out of 7, (12 of 21,) — to 
be true ; and, next. That he generally, — as twice in three times, 
(or 8 in 12,) — repeats faithfully what he heard ; it follows that of 
21 of his reports, only 8 are true. 

Of course the results are proportionably striking when there is a 
long series of arguments of this description. And yet weak and 
thoughtless reasoners are often influenced by hearing a great deal 
urged, — a great number of j^robabUities brought forward, — in 
support of some conclusion; t. e, a long chain, of which each 
successive link is weaker than the foregoing ; instead of (what they 
mistake it for) a cumulation of arguments, each, separately, proving 
the certainty or probability, of the same conclusion.^ 

Lastly, it may be here renmrked, conformably with what has 
been formerly said, that it will often be left to your choice whether 
to refer this or that fallacious argument to the present head, or that 
of Ambiguous-Middle ; **i/ the middle term is here used in this 
sense, there is an ambiguity; if in thai sense, the proposition is 
Mser,^ 

1 The convene lUlaey is treated of below truth of some proposition, unless &o(A of them 

in % 18. foU^ the proposition must be true : we there- 

When there really are several distinct and fore multiply together the fractions indicaring 

independent arguments, not incompatible, the probability of faUwe of each. — the 

and not connected, each separately proving chances against it ; — and the result being 

the probability of the same conclusion, we the total chances against the establishmenc 

compute, from our estimate of the degree of of the conclusion by these arguiueuts. this 

probability of each, the joint [eumvtlativt] fraction being deducteti from uuity^ the 

force of them, by the same sort of calculation remainder gives the probability /or it. E. O. 

as the above, only reversed: viz. as, in rhe A certain boolc is conjectured to be by such 

case of two probable premises, the conclusion and such an author, partly, Isc. Arom its 

is not established except on the supposition resemblance in style to his known worlcs, 

of their being both true, so, in the cA»e of two partly (2dly ) from its being attributed to him 

(and the like holds good with any number) by some one to likely be pretty well-informed : 

distinct and independent indications of the i«t the probability of the Conclaaion, M 
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§15. 
Th« last kind of Fallacy to be noticed is that 
CoMiuS^^ ^^ IrreleTant- Conclusion, commonly called ipwraHo 
elenchi, 

Yarioos kinds of propositions are, according to the occasion, 
substituted for the one of which proof is required. Sometimes the 
Particular for the Uniyersal ; sometimes a proposition with different 
Terms : and rarious are the contrivances employed to effect and to 
conceal this substitution, and to make the Conclusion which the 
Sophist has drawn, answer, practically, the same purpose as the 
one he ought to have established. I say, " practically the same 
purpose," because it will very often happen that some emoHcn will 
be excited — some sentiment impressed on the mind — (by a 
dexterous employment of this Fallacy) such as shall bring men 
into the disposition requisite for your purpose, though they may 
not have assented to, or even stated distinctly in their own minds, 
the proposition which it was your business to establish.' Thus if 
a Sophist has to defend one who has been guilty of some serious 
offense, which he wishes to extenuate, though he is unable distinctly 
to prove that it is not such, yet if he can succeed in making the 
audience laugh at some casual nsatter, he has gained practically the 
same point. 

So also if any one has pointed out the extenuating circumstances 
in some particular case of offense, so as to show that it differs 
widely from the generality of the same chuss, the Sophist, if he find 
himself unable to disprove these circumstances, may do away the 
force of them, by simply referring the actum to that very doss, which 
no one can deny that it belongs to, and the very name of which will 
excite a feeling of disgust sufficient to counteract the extenuation ; 
e, g. let it be a case of peculation ; and that many mitigating 
circumstances have been brought forward which cannot be denied, 
the sophistical opponent will repl^, "Well, but after all, the man 
is a rogue, And there is an end of it ; " now in reality this was (by 
hypothesis) never the question ; and the mere assertion of what 
was never denied, ought not, in fiumess, to be regarded as decisive ; 

dttdveed from oiw of thefe ugammtM by pexfteUy distiact afgaiBrat ariMS from th« 

itMlf. be tappoMd 8, ftDd, in the othn euei ; c^f^binatian of cwtain clrcmn8t»n««, which 

^ \^ ' " V ^t..^ _.« m_ " hftTt, each separately, no Ibrce »t all, or very 

then the opposite probabiUtlet wUl be, res- uttto, towards estobllahing a conclurion which 

peetiTely, I audi; which multiplied together yet maybe inferred, perhape with a moral 

gireliaatiie probaUUty <«atfultheConelii. certainty, from that com binatloii, when ihow 

. 90. ^ *! . ^ ._ ^ drenmstaaoes are such that the chances are 

rion : t. «. the chance that the work may not y„y -^^^ against their aeeitUntal concur- 

be hie, notwithstanding those reasons tor „ni.» jj. ff, when two or more persons, 

baltoTing that it i«: wd consequently the undeserring of credit, coincide (where col 

yiobabiaty in favor of that Concloalon will ja^^n ^©uld be impossible) in a ftUl and cir 

baH i or nearly |. eumstantial detail of some trannetion. (See 

AMTTa howe^ that, is tome cases, a »»»•*• l'»*t I, Ch. II, $ 4. 

SSeaBbtfeorteiParill. 
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but practically, the odiousness of the word, arising in great measure 
from the (UsadoHon of those very circttmstancee wliich belong to 
most of the class, but which we have supposed to be absent in this 
particular instance, excites precisely th&i feelinff of disgttst, which 
in effect destroys the force of the defense. In like manner we may 
refer to this head, all cases of improper appeals to the passions, and 
every thing else which is mentioned by Aristotle as extraneous to 
the matter in hand (cSm fov n^yitAtoi,) 

In all these cases, as has been before observed, if the fallacy we 
are now treating of be employed for the apparent establishment* 
not of the tUtifnate Conclusion, but (as it very commonly happens) 
of a Premiss, (t. e. if the Premiss required be assumed on the 
ground that some proposition resembling it has been proved) then 
there will be a combination of this Fallacy with the last mentioned. 

For instance, instead of proving that " this Prisoner hascommited 
an atrocious fraud," you prove that " the fraud he is 
accused of is atrocious : " mstead of proving (as in the of thk tmuf 
well-known tale of Cjrrus and the two coats) that " the Jj{j **»• '"'^ 
taller boy had a right to force the other boy to exchange °'* 
coats with him," you prove that ** the exchange would have been 
advantageous to both ; " instead of proving that " a man has not a 
right to educate his children or to dispose of his property, in the 
way he thinks best,** you show that the way in which he educates 
his children, or disposes of his property is not really the best: 
instead of proving that " the poor ought to be relieved in this way 
rather than in that," you prove that " the poor ought to be relieved : " 
instead of proving that "an irrational-agent — whether a brute or 
madman — can never be deterred from any act by apprehension of 
punishment," (as for instance, a dog, from sheep-biting, by fear 
of being beaten) you prove that " the beating of one dog does not 
operate as an example to other dogs," <&c. and then you proceed 
to assume as premises, conclusions different from what have really 
been established. 

A good instance of the employment and exposure of this Fallacy 
occurs in Thucydides, in the speeches of Cleon and Diodotus con- 
cerning the Mitylenseans : tlie former (over and above his appeal 
to the angry passions of his audience) urges tiie justice of putting 
the revolters to death ; which, as the latter remarked, was nothing 
to the purpose, since the Athenians were not sitting in judffv^ent, 
but in deliberation ; of which the proper end is ^sppediency. And 
to prove that they had a right to put them to death, did Jiot prove 
this to be an advisable step. 

It is evident, that ignoraiio elenchi may be employed as well for 
the apparent refutation gf your opponent's proposition, ^^^^ taMaer 
as for the apparent establishment of your own ; for it used ia ntat^r 
is substantially the same thing, to prove what was not ^^' 
denied, or to di^rove what was not asserted. The latter practice i« 

15 
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not less common ; and it is more offensive, because it frequently 
amounts to a personal affront, in attributing to a person opinions, 
&c. which he perhaps holds in abhorrence. Thus, when in a dis- 
cussion one party vindicates, on the ground of general expediency, 
a particular instance of resistance to Government in a case of 
intolerable oppression, the opponent may gravely maintain that " we 
ought not to do evil that good may come : " a proposition which of 
course had never been denied ; the point in dispute being *' whether 
resistance In this particular case were doing evil or not." Or 
again, by way of disproving the assertion of the ^^riffhi of private- 
judgment in religion," one may hear a grave argument to prove 
that it ** is impossible every one can be right in his judgmeni," In 
these examples, it is to be remarked, (as well as in some given jusi 
above,) that the Fallacy of peHHo prineipii is combined with that of 
ignoreHio eiencki; which is a very common and often successful 
practice ; viz. the Sophist proves, or disproves, not the proposition 
which is really in question, but one which is so dependent on it as 
to proceed on the supposition that it is already decided, and can 
admit of no doubt ; by this means his ** assumption of the point in 
question" is so indirect and oblique, that it may easily escape notice ; 
and he thus establishei^, practically his Conclusion, at the very 
moment he is withdrawing your attention from it to another ques* 
tion. K G. An advocate will prove, and dwell on the high 
criminality of a certain act, atid the propriety of severely punishing 
it; assuming (instead of proting) toe eommiesi&n. 

There are certain kinds of argunient recounted and named by 
Lodcal writers, which we should by no means universally call 
Fallacies; but which when imf airly used, and so far ae they are 
&llacious, may very well b^ referred to the present head; such 

Argmnen- ^ ^^^ '* orfftimeTdum ad h<minem," ["or personal 
tarn ad homi- argument,"] '*aryufnenium ad vereevndiam," "arsfU" 
w»«i etc. mentuM ad populum,*' <fec. all of them regarded as 
contradistinguished from " argumentum ad rem; " or, according to 
others (meaning probably the very same thing) " ad judicium J* 
These have all been described in the lax and popular Uinguage 
before alluded to, but not scientifically: the **aryumenium ad 
hominem/' they say, "is addressed to the peculiar circumstances, 
character, avowed opinions, or past conduct of the individual, and 
therefore has a reference to him only, and does not bear directly 
and absolutely on the real question, as the * argumentum ad rem * 
does:" in like manner, the ** argumentum ad verecundiam'* is 
described as an appeal to our reverence for some respected authority, 
some venerable institution, <kc. and the ** argumentum ad populum, " 
as an appeal to the prejudices, passions, <kc. of the multitude; 
and so of the rest. Along with these is usually enumerated 
** argumentum ad ignorantiam, " which is here omitted, as beiuj 
evidently nothing more than the employment of some kind 
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Fallacy, in the widest sense of tliat word, towards sucb as tM 
likely to be deceived by it. 

It appears then (to speak rather more technically) that in the 
*' argumentum ad hominem ** the conclusion which actu- 
ally is established, is not the ahaotute and getUral one •nJ^b'^^per- 
in question, but relative and particular ; vfe. not that jroai argument, 
'*such and such is the fact," but that this man is * 
bound to admit it, in conformity to his principles of Reasoning, or 
in consistency with his own coiiduct, situation, imo} Such a con- 
clusion it is often both allowable and necessary to establish, in 
order to silence those who will not yield to £air general argument ; 
or to convince those whose weakness and prejudices would not 
allow them to assign to it its due weight. It is thus that our Lord 
on many occasions silences the cavils of the Jews; as in the 
vindication of healing on the Sabbath, which is paralleled by the 
authorized practice of drawing out a beast that has fallen into a 
pit. All this, as we have said, is perfectly feir, provided it be 
done plainly, and avowedly; but if you attempt to 8td>stUute this 
partial and relative Conclusion for a more general one— if you 
triumph as having established your proposition absolutely and 
universally, from having established it, in reality, only as &r as 
it relates to your opponent, then you are gttilty of a Fallacy of the 
kind which we are now treating of: your Conclusion is npt in 
reality that which w^, by your own Account, proposed to be 

5 roved. T'he fftUaciousness depends upon the deceit, or attempt to 
eceive. The same observations will ap^y to " argvmentum ad 
vetecundiam,*' and the rest. 

It is very common to employ an ambiguous Term for the puipose 
of introducing the Fallacy of irrelevant conclusion : i, e. Ambiguou. 
when YOU cannot prove your proposition in the sense tiBrtu* enjidoyed 

. , ••'•• .. 'I . w •'t i * * •* • j.% in this fttlUcT. 

m which it was mamtained, to prove it in some other ' 

sense ; e, g, those who contend against the efficacy ot/aithf usually 
employ that word in their arguments in the sfense of mere belief, 
unaccompanied With any mord or practical result, but considered 
as a mere intellectual process ; and when they have thus proved 

1 The " •rgumentum ad hominem" will aetUAlly do snbsitft in hMlth nd ^gor frith* 

•fran hftrethe effect of ehining the Imrden of out flesh-dfet ; and thv earth would rapport 

proofs not imjQstlj, to the ftdtenaxy (See Kket, % ninch greater hnmiiu popufaUioa weio sueh 

Hart. I. Chap III. $ S.) A common instance a practice uniTeraal. 

la the defence, certainly the readiest and most When shamed oat of this ai^gonkent thej 

concise, freqnently urged by the Sportsman, sometimes urge that the brttM creation would 

when accused of Wbarity m sacrificing un- overrun the earth, if t^e did not ktU them for 

offending hacet or trout to his amusement : ht food ; an argument, which, if it wera ralid al 

replica, as be maT safely do, to most of his ^11, would not juMlfy tfadr feeding otkjtsk; 

assaUant*. " why do you feed on the ilesh of though, if fUrly followed np, it nwHUjustSf/ 

tfaa harmless sheep and oxt" and that this Si*i(t's proposal for keeping down tlM execs- 

answer presses hard, is manifested by iu siTc population of Ireland. The true reason 

being niiually opposed by a^pa^MM* falsehood; viz, that they «at flesh for the gratlflcation of 

m». that the animais which are killed for food the mttate, and hato a taste for the pleasures 

are sacrificed to our nteesntiet; though not of tM table, though not for th« sporu of tba 

only men eon, but a large proportion (proba- field, la one which they do not like to assign, 
bly a great miOority) of the human race 
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their conclasion, they oppose it to one in which the word is used 
in a widely different sense.' 

§16. 
The Fallacy of '* irrelevant-conclusion" [ignoroHo deneh%\ is no 
BhiftingRoand. ^^^"^ "*^^® common than in protracted controversy, 
when one of the parties, after having attempted in vain 
to maintain his position, shifU his ground as covertly as possible to 
another, instead of honesdy giving up the point. An instance 
occurs in an attack made on the system pursued at one of our 
Universities. The objectors, finding themselves unable to main- 
tain their charge of the present neglect (viz. in the year 1810) of 
Mathematics in that place, (to which neglect they attributed the 
** late general decline** in those studies) shifted their ground, and 
contended that that University " was never fEunous for Mathemati- 
cians: " which not only does not establish, but absolutely overthrows 
their own original assertion; for if it never succeeded in those 
pursuits, it comd not have caused their late decline. 

A practice of this nature is common in oral controversy espe- 
cially ; viz. that of combating both your opponent's 
eombirtio/tiM Premises alternately , and shiftmg the attack from the 
SteroZtoP** ^°® ^^ *^® other, without waiting to have either of them 
"* *' decided upon before you quit it. *' And besides,** is 
an expression one may often hear from a disputant who is proceed- 
ing to a fresh argument, when he cannot establish, and yet will not 
abandon, his first. 

It has been remarked above, that one class of the propositions 
that may be, in this Fallacy, substituted for the one required, is the 
particular for the universal : similar to this, is the substitution of 
a conditional with a universal antecedent, for one with v^ particular 
antecedent; which will usually be the harder to prove : e. g. you are 
called on, suppose, to prove that "if any {%. e. some) private inter- 
ests are hurt by a proposed measure, it is inexpedient ; " and you 
pretend to have done so by showing that ** if all private interests 
are hurt by it, it must be inexpedient." Nearly akin to this is the 

1 " When the oecMion or object in qneetion feyriee on liberty, rights of man, ke. or on 

is not such u calls for, or Mi« likely to exciee social order, Justice, the constitution, law, 

in those particular readers or hearers, the religion, ke. will gradually lead the hearers 

emotions required, it is a common Rhetorical to take for granted, without proof, that th« 

artifice to turn their attention to some object measure proposed will lead to these erils, or 

which vfitt call forth these feelings ; and when to these adTantages; and it will in conseqneno* 

thpy are too much excited to be capable of become the object of groundless abhorrence or 

judging calmly, it will not be diiBcult to turn admiration. For the Teiy mteraoce of soeh 

their Passions, once roused, in the direction words as hart a multitude of what may be 

required, and to make them Tiew the case called stitntUaiing Ideas associated with ^em, 

befvre them in a very different light When will operate like a charm on the minds, c 



the metal is heated it may easily be moulded cially of the ignorant and unthinking, auul 
"" BTehemei' " -' " " ^ ^ " " " *"" ~ 



into the desired form. Thus vehement iudig- raise such a tumult of feeling, as will c 

nation i^iainst some crime, may be directed tually blind their judgment ; so that a string 

against a person who has not been prored of tsgue abuse or panegyric will often haT«th« 

guilty of it ; and rague declamations against eflbct of a train of sound Argoment."— JUsto* 

corruption, oppression, ftc. or against the oric, Part II, Chap. II, $6. 
mischiefs of anarchy ; with high-flown pane* 
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very common case of proving something to be possible when it 
onghtto have been proved highly probable; or probable, when it 
ought to have been proved necessary ; or, which comes to the very 
same, proving it to he not necessary, when it should have been proved 
not probable ; or improbable, when it should have been proved 
impossible, Aristotle [in JRket. Book II,) complains of this last 
branch of the Fallacy, as giving an undue advantage to the respon- 
dent ; many a guilty person owes his acquittal to this ; the jury 
considering that the evidence brought does not demonstrate the 
complete impossibility of his being innocent ; though perhaps the 
chances are innumerable against it. 

Similar to this case is that which may be called the Fallacy of 
cbjectUms : i, e, showing that there are objections against 
some plan, theory, or system, and thence inferring that oib^oiuu 
it should be rejected ; when that which ought to have 
been proved is, that there are more, or stronger objections, against 
the receiving than the rejecting of it. This is the main, and almost 
universal Fallacy of anti-christians ; and is that of which a youn^ 
Christian should be first and principally warned.^ They find 
numerous "objections" against various parts of Scripture ; to some 
of which no satisfactory answer can be given ; and the incautious 
hearer is apt, while his attention is fixed on these, to forget that there 
are infinitely more, and stronger objections against the supposition 
that the Christian religion is of kuman orispn; and that where we can- 
not answer all objections, we are bound m reason and in candor to 
adopt the hypothesis which labors under the least. That the case 
is as I have stated, I am authorized to assume, from this circum- 
stance ; that no complete and consistent account has ever been given of 
the manner in which the Christian Religion, supposing it a human 
contrivance, could have arisen and prevailed as it did. And yet this 
may obviously be demanded with the utmost fjEdrness, of those who 
deny its divine origin. The Religion exists : that is the phenom- 
enon ; those who will not allow it to have come from God, are 
bound to solve the phenomenon on some other hypothesis less open 
to objections. They are not indeed called on to prove that it actually 
did arise in this or that way; but to suggest (consistently with 
acknowledged facts) some probable way m which it may have 
arisen, reconcilable with all the circumstances of the case. That 
infidels have never done this, though they have had 1800 years to 
try, amounts to a confession that no such hypothesis can be devised, 
which will not be open to greater objections than lie against 
Christianity.^ 

1 8m Note at th« end of Api^ndiz, No. III. 

21 In an ** £8mT on tht Omution* ot onr Saercd Writers,'' I haTO pointed oat some cir- 
eamiitaiioes which no ono has ovor attempted to aeeoont for on any tnpposltlon of thoir boiag 
otbar than, not only tms w i t—ssi , hot MpsnaloiaUx im^pkwd. 
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The FaUAcy of Objectioiis is ako the stronghold of bigoted anti- 
Beforma an ii^oovators, who oppose all leforms and alterations 
open to oi]|jee- indiscriminately ; for there never was, or will be, any 
^^^ plan executed or proposed, against which strong and 

rren unanswerable objections may not be urged ; so that unless 
the opposite objections be set in the balance on the other side, we can 
never advance a step. B. G. The defenders of the Transportation- 
system — a system which, as an eminent writer hds observed, was 
** begun in defiance of all Reason, and persevered in, in defiance of 
all Experience " — are accustomed to ask " what kind of Secondary- 
punishment would you substitute ? " and if any one is suggested, 
they adduce the objections, and difficulties, real and apparent, to 
which it is exposed ; if another is proposed, they proceed in the 
same manner ; and so on, without end. For of all the other plans 
of Secondary-punishment that have ever been tried, or imagined, 
the best must be open to some objections, though the very worst 
is much less objectionable than Transportation.^ ** There are 
objections," said Dr. Johnson, '■' against a plenum, and objections 
against a vacuum ; but one of them must be true." 

The very same Fallacy indeed is employed ^as h^s been eaid) <m. 
the other side, by those who axe for overthrowing whatever is 
established as soon as they can prove an objection against it ; without 
considering whether more and weightier objections may not lie 
against tlieir own schemes ; but their opponents have this decided 
advantage over them, that they can urge with great plausibility, 
"we do not call upon you to reject at once whatever is objected to, 
but merely to suspend your judgment^ and not come to a decision as 
long as there are reasons on both sides : " now since there aliprays 
toUl be reasons on both sides, this non-decision is practically the very 
same thing as a decision in favor of the exisHng state of things. 
'*Not to resolve, is to resolve."' The delay of trial becomes 
equivalent to an acgtnUal,^ - 

§18. 

Another form of ignoratio elenchi, which is also rather the more 
Viiiiaej of serviceaole on the side of the respondent, is, to prove 
proTing a part .or disprovc some part of that which is required, and 
ofthoqoeKioa. ^j^^jj ^^ ^j^^ supprcssiug all the pest. 

Thus, if a University is charged with cultivating only the mere 
elements of Mathematics, and in reply a list of the books studied 
there is produced, should even any one of those books be not 
elementary, the charge is in fairness refuted ; but the Sophist may 

1 See Letters to Sari Qrey on Transport- them by external elrenmstanees ; which thus 
ation. saxes them not only ftrom the perpTexity of 

2 Bacon. doubt and the danger of delay, but also 
8 How happy it Is for mankind that in flrom the pain of re|^«t ; sinee we acquiesce 

many of the most jnomentous concerns of much more eheevfu^ io that whMi is una* 
Ufc UMir decision it genenlly foxvi«<i /or ^oUaMa. 
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then earnestly contend Aat 9i3me of those books are elenaentarj ; 
and thus keep out of sight the real question, viz, whether they are 
all soJ 

So, also^ one may maintain (with perfect truth) that mere 
intellectual ability •-)- the reasoning powers alone — are insufficient 
for the attainment of truth in religious questions ; (see Appendix 
III, Note) and may thence proceed to assume (as if it were the 
same proposition) that all employment of reasoning — all intellectual 
cultivation — are perfectly useless on such questions, and are to 
be discarded as foreign from the subject 

This is the great art of the answerer of a book ; suppose the main 
positions in any work to be irrefragable, it will be 
strange if some illustration of them, or some subordinate log rRip^r^ 
part, in short, will not admit of a plausible objection ; 
the opponent then joins issue on one of these incidental questions, 
and comes forward with "a Reply'' to such and such a work. 
And such a *' Reply " is still easier and more plausible, when it 
happens — as it often will — that a real and satis&ctory refutation 
can be found of some one, or more, of several arguments, each, 
singly, provin? completely the same conclusion ; (as many a theorem 
of Euclid admits of several different demonstrations ;) or an answer 
to one or more of several objections, each, separately, decisive 
against a certain scheme or theory ; though it is evident on reflection, 
that if the rest or any one of them, remain unrefuted and 
unanswerable, the conclusion is established, and stands as firm as 
if the answerer had urged nothing. 

He who thus replies to the arguments urged, is in the condition 
of a commander defending all the practicable breaches in a fortifica-" 
tion, except one. This kind of partial "reply" is properly available 
only in a case where each of the arguments does not go to establish 
the ceriaifUy but only the probaMlity, of the concmsion. Then 
indeed, the conclusion resting not wholly on the fqrce of any one 
of the arguments, but on the camHnation of them, is proportionably 
weakened by the refutation of any of them. The fallacy I am 
now speaking of consists in the confounding of the pzecedinsp 
case either with this latter, or with the case formerly noticed [§ 14] 
of a chain of arraments, each proving, not, the same conclusion, 
but a premiss of the succeeding. 

Hence the danger of ever advancing more than can be well main- 
tained, since the refutation of that will often quash the D^ng^ ^ 
whole. The Quakers would perhaps before now have maintaininir 
succeeded in doing away our superfluous and irreverent *«> «'**** 
oaths, if they had not, besides manv valid and strong arguments, 
adduced so many that are weak and easily refuted. Thus also, a 
guilty person may often escape by having too much laid to his 

1 ^ Repljrio catumniM of EdinbniKh B«fiBW «8»iasfc fkUax^,'' ISIO- 



176 XLBMBNTS 07 LOGIC. ^Boox ITX. 

charge ; so he may also, by having too much eridence against him, 
t. e, some that is not in itself satisractory. Accordingly, a prisonei 
may sometimes obtain acquittal by showing that one of th« 
witnesses against him is an infamous informer and spy ; though 
perhaps if that part of the evidence had been omitted, the rest 
would have been sufficient for conviction. 

Cases of this nature might very well be referred also to the 
Fallacy formerly mentioned, of inferring the Falsity of the Conclu- 
sion from the Falsity of a Premiss ; which indeed is very closely 
allied to the present Fallacy : the real question is, "whether or not 
this Conclusion ou^hi to be admitted;** the Sophist confines himself 
to the question, " whether or not it is esiMished by tkia particular 
argument; " leaving it to be inferred by the audience, if he has 
carried his point as to the latter question, that the former is thereby 
decided ; which is then, and then only, a correct inference, when 
there is good reason for believing that other and better arguments 
Trould have been adduced, if there had been any. (See above, 
at the end of § 6.) 

§19. 

It will readily be perceived that nothing is less conducive to the 
success of the Fallacy in question, than to state clearly, 
Conc?uSS!r* ^ ^^ outset, either the proposition yoii are about to 
prove, or that which you ought to prove. It answers 
best to begm with the Premises, and to introduce a pretty long 
chain of argument before you arrive at the Conclusion. The 
careless hearer takes for granted, at the beginning, that this chain 
will lead to the Conclusion required; and by the time you are 
come to the end, he is ready to take for granted that the Conclu- 
sion which you draw is the one required ; his idea of the question 
having gradually become indistinct. This Fallacy is greatly 
aided by the common practice of suppressing the Conclusion 
and leaving it to be supplied by the hearer ; who is of course 
less likely to perceive whether it be really that " which was to 
be proved," than if it were distinctly stated. The practice there- 
fore is at best suspicious ; and it is better in general to avoid 
it, and to give and require a distinct statement of the Conclusion 
intended. 

The Fallacy now before us is, perhaps, the most common form of 
that confusion of thought to which those are liable who have been 
irregularly and unskillfuUy educated ; — who have collected perhaps 
a considerable amount of knowledge, without arrangement, and 
without cultivation of logical habits ; — who have learned (as I have 
heard it expressed) a ^ood many answers without the questions. 
Most of the erroneous views in Morals, and in other subjects, which 
prevail among such persons, may be exhibited in the form of 
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*' Fallacies of Irrelevant conclusion."* E. O. The well known wrong 
decision respecting the two boys and their coats, for which Cyrus 
was punished by his preceptor, wbjS a mistake of the real question : 
which was, not, "which qobX fitted each boy the best," but "who 
had the rigkt to dispose of them." And similar cases to this occur 
every day. An exact parallel is to be found in the questions rela- 
tive to the imposition of restrictions or other penalties on those of 
a different creed from our own. They are usually argued as if 
the point to be decided were " which religion is the better," or, 
** whether the differences between them are important ; " instead of 
being, *• whether one man has a right to compel others to profess 
his religion," or, ** whether the professors of the true Faith have a 
right to monopolize secular power and civil privileges." Or again 
(to put the same principles into another form,) the questions 
"whether it be allowable for a Christian to fight in defending 
himself from oppression and outrage,"^ and " whether a Christian 
magistrate may employ physical coercion and inflict secular punish- 
ment on evil doers," — these are perpetually confounded with the 
questions "whether Christians are allowed to fight as such ; t. e. to 
fight for their Religion, against those who corrupt or reject the 
Faith ; " and "whether a Christian magistrate may employ coercion 
on behalf of Christianity, and inflict punishTneni on Heretics as evil- 
doers."* 

A^ain, such propositions as the following, one may often hear, 
sophistically or negligently, confounded together : " The Apostles 
held religious assemblies on the first day of the week," with " They 
transferred the Sahbath from the seventh day to the first : "* "A 
Jew, Mahometan, or Roman Catholic, is not the most most eligible 
person to hold Office in a Protestant-christian country," with " Such 
persons ought not to be legally eligible : " " The Apostles established 
such and such a form of government in the Churches they founded," 
with " They designed this form to be binding on all Christians as 
an ordinance forever,'* <fec.* 

§20. 
Before we dismiss the subject of Fallacies, it may not be improper 

1 "The Fallacy contlst« In confoanding OuriHian ministers. Ton toaeh me, — a man 

together the unbroken Apostolieal suceeMion might say, — that my salration depends on 

of a Christian Ministry, generally ^ and the the possession by yoM~ the particular Pastor 

game sueoession in an unbroken line, of this under whom I am placed —of a certain qnal- 

cr that individual Minister. ••••»• if ification ; and when I ask for the proof that 

each man's Christian hope is made to rest on yon possess it, you prore to me that it is pos- 

his receiTlng the Christian Ordinances at the sessed generally^ by a certain doss of persons 

hands of a Minister to whom the sacramental of whom you are one, and probably by a large 

virtue" [of ordhiation] " that gives efficacy to mnjority of them ! '*— On tAs Kingdom of 

those ordinances, has been transmitted in Christ, Essay II, $ 80. 

unbroken succession from hand to hand, every 2 See Essay 1st, on the Kingdom of Christ, 

thing must depend on that particular Minis- 8 See Bssays on the Dangers, &o. Notes B 

ter, and his claims is by no means established and F. 

ftrom our merely establishing the unlnter- 4 See Thought* on the Sabbath, 

ruptwl existence of me* • eUut qf mm <9« 6 See Kingdom of Ohritt, Snay U, ( 9. 
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to mention the just and ingenious remark, ihai Jests are 
mock-Fallacies : t. e. Fallacies so palpable as not to be 
likely to deceive any one, but jet bearing just that resemblance 
of Argument which is calculated to amuse by the contrast ; in the 
same manner that a parody does, by the contrast of its levity with 
the serious production which it imitates. There is indeed some* 
tiling laughable even in Fallacies which are intended for serious 
conviction, when thejr are thoroughly exposed.^ 

There are several different kinds of joke and raillery, which will 
be found to corres^nd with the different kinds of Fallacy. The 
Pun (to take the simplest and most obvious case) is evidently, in 
most instances, a mock-argument founded on a palpable equivoca- 
tion of the Middle-Term : and others in like manner will be found 
to correspond to the respective Fallacies, and to be imiiaiions of 
serious argument. 

It is probable indeed that all jests, sports, or games, (fluudiai) 
properly so called, will be found, on examination, to be imilaiwe of 
serious transactions ; as <^ War, or Commerce.' But to enter fully 
into this subject would be unsuitable to the present occasion. 

I shall subjoin some general remarks on the legitimate province 
of Beasoninff, and on its connection with Inductive philosophy, and 
with Bhetonc ; on which points much misapprehension has pre- 
vailed, tending to throw obscurity over the design and use of the 
Science under consideration. 

A treatise on what are called the " laws of evidence" — the dif- 
ferent kinds, strictly speaking, of arguments — and the occasions 
for which they are respectively suited, <fcc., which is what some 
would expect in a Logical Work, will be found in the Ist part of 
the " Elements of Rhetoric." a 

I 8«e W»ll«ee'i Logio, and also Khotorio, Part I, Oh. Ill, $ 7, p. 181. 

Z 8m tome exMUent rauMHrka oa ^ Imitation," in Dr. A. Smith's posthomoui Bsaays. 



BOOK IV. 

DXSSEBTATION ON THE PROVINCE OF REASONING. 



Logic being concerned with the theory of Reasoning, it is 
evidently necessary, in order to take a correct view of this Science, 
that all misapprehensions should be removed relative to the occa- 
sions on which the Reasoning-process is emplojj^ed, — the purpose 
it has in view, — and the limits within which it is confined. 

Simple and obvious as such questions may appear to those who 
have not thought much on the subject, they will appear on further 
consideration to be involved in much perplexity and obscurity, from 
the vague and inaccurate language of many popular writers. To 
the confused and incorrect notions that prevail respecting the 
Reasoning-process may be traced most of the common mistakes 
respecting the Science of Logic, and much of the unsound and 
unphilosophical argumentation which is so often to be met with in 
the works of ingenious writers. 

These errors have been incidentally adverted to in the foregoing 
part of this work ; but it may be desirable, before we dismiss the 
6ubj^ct, to offer on these points some further remarks, which could 
not have been there introduced without too great an interruption to 
the development of the system. Little or nothing indeed remains 
to be said that is not implied in the principles which have been 
already laid down ; but the results and applications of those princi- 
ples are liable in many instances to be overlooked, if not distinctly 
pointed out. These supplementary observations will neither require, 
nor admit of, so systematic an arrangement as has hitherto been 
aimed ai ; since they will be such as are suggested principally by 
the objections and mistakes of those who have misunderstood, 
partwUyyor entirely, the nature of the liogical system. 

Let it be observed, however, that as I am not writing a reviewer 
oomm^fxtfiiTJ on any Ic^ciil works, but an introduction to the 
science, I shdl not deem it necessary to point out in all cases th« 
agroeo^ient or disagreement between other writers and myself, in 
re^pe^t of the vi^ws main^sMned, or the terms employed, by each. 
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Chap. I. — Of InducHon. 

§1- 

Much has been said bj some writers of the superiority of the 
Inductiye to the Syllogistic method of seeking truth ; 



Mistake of 



op] 



as if the two stood opposed to each other ; and of the 
s^i^tom^ advantage of substituting the Organon of Bacon for 

^ ™' that of Aristotle, &c. which indicates a total miscon- 
ception of the nature of both. There is, however, the more excuse 
for the confusion of thought which prevails on this subject, because 
eminent Logical writers have treated, or at least have appeared to 
treat, of Induction as a kind of Argument distinct from the Syllo- 
gism ; which if it were, it certainly might be contrasted with the 
Syllogism : or rather, the whole Syllogistic theory would fall to the 
ground, since one of the very first principles it establishes, is that 
all Reasoning, on whatever subject, is one and the same process, 
which may be clearly exhibited in the form of Syllogisms. It is 
hardly to be supposed, therefore, that this was the deliberate mean- 
ing of those writers ; though it must be admitted that they have 
countenanced the error in question, by their inaccurate expressions. 
This inaccuracy seems cniefly to have arisen from a vagueness in 

Two Mimes *^® ^®® ^^ *^® word Induction ; which is sometimes 



of the word employed to designate the process of investigation and 
inductioii. ^|. collecting facts ; sometimes, the deducing of an 
inference /rom those facts. The former of these processes (viz, that 
of observation and experiment) is undoubtedly distinct from that 
which takes place in the Syllogism ; but then it is not a process 
of argumentation ; the latter again is an argumentative process; but 
then it is, like all other arguments, capable of being Syllogistically 
expressed. And hence Induction has come to be regarded as a 
distinct kind of argument from the Syllogism. This Fallacy cannot 
be more concisely or clearly stated, than in the technical form with 
which we may now presume our readers to be familiar. 

" Induction is distinct from Syllogism : 

Induction is a process of Beasoning ; " therefore 

''There is a process of Seasoning distinct from Syllogism." 

Here " Induction," which is the Middle-Term, is used in different 
senses in the two Premises. 

Induction, so far forth as it is an argument, may, of course, be 
stated Syllogistically : but so far forth as it is a process of inquiry 
with a view to obtain the Premises of that argument, it is, of course, 
out of the province of Logic : and the latter is the original and 
strict sense of the word. Induction means properly, not the infer- 
ring of the conclusion, but the bringing in, one by one, of in^nces, 
bearing on the point in question, till a sufficient number has been 
collected. The ambiguity, therefore, above alluded to, and which 
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has led to much confusion, would be best avoided by saying that 
we do not, strictly speaking, reason by Induction, but 
reason yrom Induction : f. e. frcm our observations on of i^faedon! 
one, or on several individuals, (ex if«ry xq» sxa/^tw) we 
draw a Conclusion respecting the Class (fo xo^oxov) they come 
under : or in like manner, from several Species, to the Genus which 
comprehends them : — in logical language, what we have predicated 
of certain «tn^ar-terms, we proceed to predicate of a common- 
term which comprehends them ; — or proceed in the same manner 
from &>ecies to Genus. H. G. *' The Earth moves round the Sun 
in an elliptical orbit ; so does Mercnry ; and Venus ; and Mars, 6ec.: 
therefore a Planet (the common*term comprehending these singu- 
lars) moves round," &o. ** Philip was reckless of human life ; so 
was Alexander ; and J. Csesar ; and Augustus, d^c. ; therefore this 
is the general character of a Conqueror,*' 

Now it appears as if the most obvious and simplest way of filling 
up such enthymemes as these, expressed as they are, would be, in 
the third figure ; having of course a partictUar Conclusion : — 

" Earth, Mercury, Venus, &c, move, &c. induetiTO 

Mi, These are planets ; therefore Argument 

Some planets move, &c." t^jSoJto^ 

But when we argue from Induction we generally mean to infer more 
than a particular conclusion ; and accordingly most logical writers 
present to us the argument in the form of a syllogism in Barbara; 
inserting, of course, a different minor premiss from the foregoing, 
1^12;. ; the simple converse of it. And if I am allowed 
to assume, not merely that "Mercury, Venus, and '"^'igSJl! 
whatever others I may have named, are Planets," but 
also, that " All Planets are these" — that these are the whole of the 
individuals comprehended under the Term Planet — I am, no 
doubt, authorized to draw a universal conclusion. But such an 
assumption would, in a very great majority of cases where Induc- 
tion is employed, amount to a palpable felsehood, if understood 
literally. For it is but seldom that we find an instance 
of what Logicians call a "perfect-induction;" viz, indw^' 
where there is a complete enumeration of all the indi- 
viduals, respecting which we assert collectively what we had before 
asserted separately; as "John is in England; and so is Thomas; 
and so is William ; and all the sons of such-a-one are John, Thomas, 
and William ; therefore all his sons are in England." Such cases, 
I say, seldom occur ; and still more rarely can such an Induction 
(which Bacon characterizes as ** res ptiertlis**^) — since it does not 

1 It m»7 Terr well happen, too, that (afl in except aocidentaUy, with the CUut itaOf, « 

the example abore) a certain cfrcamttance such ; i. t. with the description of ic, and that 

Biay, in fitct, belong to each inditidual '6t a whieh constitutes It a Glaus. (Set Appen. IT 

•a rt t in elaaH, and yet uaj have no connection, Mx. US.) 
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I«ad th« mind from what is beUer-kfiOim to what id less known -^ 
serve any important purpose. 

But in such Inductions as af^ oonnnonly employed, the Msnmption 
of such a minor-premiss as in the above example, would be, as I 
hare said, strictly speaking, a fislse ussuntption. And accordingly 
those logricians who state an argument f»om Induction in the above 
form, mean, I apprehend, thAt it is to be understood wi^ a certain 
latitude ; i. e. that, in such propositions as « all planeta are Mercury, 
Venus, Ac," or "all Conquerors are Philip, Alexander, and 
Caesar," they mean (by a kind of logical fiction^ to denote that 
'* all Conquerors are aoUquaUly r^isented by Philip, Aleiander, 
dkc." — that these individual persons or cases are a sufficient tampie, 
m respect of the matter in question, of the Class they belong to. 

I think it clearer, therefoKo, to state sbnply and precisely whSA it 
is that we do mean to assert. And in doing this, 
Ji»I5?!5£5^« *^M find that the expressed pMmiss <tf the 
enthymeme, — visr. that which contains the Stut^iitettt 
respecting the individuals — is the Mifiot ; and that it is th« liajor 
that is suppressed, as being in all cases substiuitially the same : mz. 
that what belongs to the individual or individuals we have examined, 
belongs (certainly, or probably, as the case may he) to the whole 
elass under which they come, E, G. From finding on examination 
of several sheep, that they each ruminate, we conclude that the 
same is the case with the whole Species of sheep : &nd from finding 
on examination of the sheep, ox, deer, and other animals deficient 
in upper cutting-teeth, that they each ruminate, we conchide (with 
more or less certainty) that quadrupeds thus deficient are runiinants : 
the hearer readily supplying, in sense, the suppressed major 
premiss ; viz. that " what belongs to the individual sheep we have 
examined, is likely to belong to the whole species ; " &c. 

Whether that which is properly called Induction (viz, the inquiry 
respecting the several individuals or species) be sufficiently ample, 
«. «. takes in a sufficient number of individual, or of specific cases, — 
whether the character of those cases has been correctly ascertained 
— and how fkr the individuals we have examined are likely to 
resemble, in this or that circumstance, the rest of the class, dec. ^c, 
are points that require indeed great judgment and caution ; But this 
judgment and caution are not to be aided by Logic ; because they 
are, in reality, employed in deciding whether or not it is fair and 
allowable to lay down your Premiss ; i, e. whether vou are authorized 
or not, to assert, that ** what is true of the individuals you have 
eiftmined, is true of the whole class : " and that this or that is true 
of those individuals. Now, the rules of Logic have nothing to do 
With the truth or falsity of the Premises ; except, of course, when 
they are the conclusions of former arguments ; but merely teach 
us to decide, not, whether the Premises are fairly laid down, but 
whether the Conclusion /o^<nr»/atr?yyrQm the Premises or not 
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It has however been urged that what are described as the Major- 
premises in drawing inferences from Inductions are ^ecwity of 
resolvable idtimately into an assertion of the "Unifor- »8muiiinff» 
mity of the laws of Nature," or some equivalent Mi'J^'-p""****^ 
proposition ; and that this is, itself, obtained by InducHoft; whence 
It is concluded that there must be At liea^t one Induction — and that^ 
the one on which all others depend — incapable of being exhibited 
in a Syllogistic form. 

But it is evidentj and is universally admitted, that in every case 
where an inference is drawn from Induction (unless that name is to 
be given to a mere random guess without any grounds at all) we 
must form a judgment that the instance or instances adduced are 
**suMcient to authorize the Conclusion ; " — Ihat it is *'ailowable'* 
to talce these instances as a sample warranting an inference respecting 
the whole Class. Now the expression of this judgment in words, is 
the very Mi^or-prenUsa alluded to. To acknowledge this, therefore, 
is to acknowled^ that all reasoning from Induction wWund exeepHan 
does admit of being exhibited in a syllogistic form ; and consequently 
Ihat to speak of one Induction that does not admit of it, is a contra- 
diction. 

Whether the belief in the constancy of Nature's laws, — a belief 
of which no one can divest himself — be intuitive and a part of the 
constitution of the human mind, as some eminent metaphysicians 
hold, or acquired, and in what way acquired, is a question foreien to 
our present purpose. For that, it is sufficient to have pointed out 
that the necessity of assuming a universal Major-premiss, expressed 
of uirderstood, in order to draw any legitimate inference from 
Induction, is virtually acknowledged even by those who endeavor 
to dispute it. 

§2. 

Whether then the Premiss may fairly be assumed, or not, is, a 
point which cannot be decided without a competent Assum tum 
knowledge of the nature of the snbjed. E, G. In most of pr«mb«iii 
brahches of Natural-philosophy, in which the circum- ^"'*««'*«>n- 
stances that in any case affect the result, are usually far more 
clearly ascertained than in human affairs, a single instance is usually 
accounted a sufficient Induction ; e. g. having once alcertained that 
an individual magnet will attract iron, we are authorized to conclude 
that this property is universal. In Meteorology, however, and some 
other branches of Natural-philodophy, in which less advancement 
has been made, a much more copious Induction would be required. 
And in respect of the affairs of human life, an inference from a 
single instance would hardly ever be deemed allowable. 

Sut it is worth remarking, that in all cases alike, of reasoning 
from Induction, the greater or less degree of confidence we feel is 
always proportioned to the belief of our having more or leas 
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completely aseerlained all the eircum$ianees that bear upon the 
question. All men practically acknowledge this to hold good in 
all cases alike, physical or moral, by invariably attributing any 
failure in their anticipations in any case, to some ignorance or 
miscalculation respecting some circumstances connected with the 
case. (See Append. I, Art. "Impossible.") ;f 

In some subjects, however, there will usually be more of these 
circumstances difficult to be accurately ascertained, than in others ; 
and the degree of certainty belonging to the Major-premiss, will 
vary accordmgly. But universally, the iie^^ree of evidence for any 
proposition we set out with as a Premiss (whether the expressed or 
the suppressed one) is not to be learned from mere Logic, nor 
indeed from any one distinct Science ; but is the province of whatever 
Science furnishes the subject-matter of your argument. None 
but a Politician can judge rightly of the degree of evidence of a 
proposition in Politics ; a Naturalist, in Natuiul History, <&c. 
JS, O. From examination of many horned animals, as sheep, 

intvsti tkm ^^^^» ^^•» * Naturalist finds that they have cloven feet ; 
' now his skill as a Naturalist is to be shown in judging 
whether these animals are likely to resemble in the form of their 
feet all other horned animals ; and it is the exercise of this judgment, 
together with the examination of individuals, that constitutes what 
is usually meant by the Inductive process ; which is that by which 
we gain, what are properly, new truths ; and which is not connected 
with Logic ; being not what is strictly called Reasoning, but 
Investigation. But when this major Premiss is granted him, and 
is combined with the minor, viz, that the animals be has examined 
have cloven feet, then he draws the Conclusion logically ; viz. that 
" the feet of all horned animals are cloven."* Again, if from 
several times meeting with ill-luck on a Friday, any one concluded 
that Friday, universally, is an unlucky day, one would object to 
his Induction ; and yet it would not be, as an argument, illogical ; 
since the Conclusion/o//ot(;« fairly, if jovl grant his implied Premiss ; 
viz. that the events which happened on those particular Fridays 
are such as must happen, or are especially likely to happen, on all 
Fridays : but we should object to his laying down this Premiss ; and 
therefore should justly say that his Induction is faulty, though his 
argumerU is correct. 

And here it may be remarked, that the ordinary rule for fair 

The mora argument, viz. that in an Enthymeme the suppressed 
doubtful i»re- Premiss should be always the one of whose truth lea^t 
S in^induc- doubt Can exist, is not observed in Induction : for the 
tion. Premiss which is usually the more doubtful of the two, 

isy in this case, the major ; it being in many cases not quite certain 

1 I h»To selected mi Instance in which In- been assigned that could hare led ni to eon* 
doetion is the only ground we hare to rast jectnre this curious fact a priori. 
OB ; po raasoo, that I know of, having CTev 
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that the individuals, respecting which some point has hecn 
ascertained, are to be fairly regarded as a sample of the whole 
class : and yet the major-Premiss is seldom expressed ; for the 
reason just given, that it is easily understood ; as being (muiatiif 
mutandis) the same in every Induction. 

What has been said of Induction will equally apply to Example ; 
which differs from it only in having a singular, instead of a general, 
conclusion ; and that, from a single case. E, O. In one of the 
instances above, if the conclusion had been drawn, not respecting 
conquerors in general, but respecting this or that conqueror, that ho 
was not likely to be careful of human life, each of the cases adduced 
to prove this would have been called an Example. (See Elements 
of Rhetoric, Part I, Ch. II, § 6.) 

Some have maintained that in employing an Example we proceed 
at once from one individual case to another, without the intervention 
of any universal premiss. But whether we are fairly atUhorized or 
not to draw an inference from any example, must depend on what is 
called the parallelism of the two cases ; i, e., their being likely to 
agree in respect of the point in question : and the assertion in 
words, of this parallelism, is a universal proposition. He who has 
in his mind this proposition, has virtually asserted such a major- 
premiss as I have been speaking of : and he who has it not, if he 
should be right in the inference itself that he draws, is, confessedly, 
right only by chance. 

From what has been said in this, and in the preceding section, 
it will be seen, I trust, how untenable are the objections which 
have of late years been urged, with an air of triumph, against th6 
above explanations of the process of reasoning from Induction and 
Example. Those objections, though having, at the first glance, 
an air of philosophical ingenuity, are found, on a closer examination, 
utterly unmeaning and self-destructive ; since they imply a com- 
plete admission, though in different words, of the very principle 
objected to. = 



Chap. IL— - On the Discovery of Truth. 

§1. 
Whsther it is by^ a process of Reasoning that New Truths are 
brought to light, in a question which seems to be decided in the 
negative by what has been already said ; though many eminent 
writers seem to have taken for granted the affirmative. It is, 
perhaps, in a great measure, a dispute concerning the use of 
words; but it is not, for that reason, either uninteresting or 
unimportant ; since an inaccurate use of language may often, in 
matters of Science, lead to confusion of thought, and to erroneous 

16 



186 ELSUSRTS OF LOOK?. 



[Book IV. 



conclusions. And, in the present instance, much of the undeserved 
contempt which has been bestowed on the Logical system may be 
traced to this source. For when any one has kid down, that 
'^Reasoning is important in the discovery of Truth," and that 
" Logic is of no service in the discovery of Truth," (each of which 
propositions is true in a certain sense of the terms employed, but 
not in the same sense, ) he is naturally led to conclude that there 
are processes of Reasoning to which the Syllogistic theory does not 
apply ; and, of course, to misconceive altogether the nature of the 
Science. 

In maintaining the negative side of the above question, three 
Differaat umh *^*'*g® *^® ^ "® premised : firsts that it is not contended 
of the words that discovcries of any kind of truth beyond what 
»iS*«*nt2,'' actually falls under the senses, can be made (or at least 
M appikid to are usually made) mtktrut Reasoning ; only that Rea- 
soning is not the whole of the process, nor the whole of 
that which is important therein ; secondly, that reasoning shall be 
taken in the sense, not of evertf exercise of the Reason, but of 
ArffumentcOion, in which we have all along used it, and in which 
it has been defined by all the Logical writers, viz, "from certain 
granted propositions to infer another proposition as the consequence 
of them:" thirdly, that by a "itew Truth," be understood, 
something neither expressly nor virtually asserted before, — not 
implied [involved] in any thing already known. 

To prove then, this point demonstratively, becomes, on these 
data, perfectly easy ; for since all Reasoning (in the sense above 
defined) may be resolved into Syllogisms ; and since even the 
objectors to Logic make it a subject of complaint, that in a Syllo- 
gism the Premises do virtually assert the Conclusion, it follows at 
once that no New Truth (as above defined) can be elicited by any 
process of Reasoning. 

It is on this ground, indeed, that the justly-celebrated author of 
the Philosophy of Rhetoric, and many others, have objected to the 
Syllogism altogether, as necessarily involving & petitio principii ; an 
objection which, of course, he would not have been disposed to 
bring forward, had he perceived that, whether well or ill-founded, 
it lies against all arguments whatever. Had he been aware that a 
Syllogism is no distinct kind of argument otherwise than in form, 
but is, in fact, any argument whatever,* stated regularly and at full 
length, he would have obtained a more correct- view of the object 
of all Reasoning ; which is merely to expand and unfold the asser- 
tions wrapt up, as it were, and implied in those with which we set 
out, and to bring a person to perceive and Acknowledge the full 
force of that which he has admitted; — to contemplate it in various 
points of view ; — to admit in one shape what he has already 

1 Which Dttgald SUiwait admits, though he tdopt* OamptwU^t objection. 
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admitted in another, — and to give up and disallow whateyer is 
inconsistent with it. 

Nor is it always a very easy task to bring before the mind the 
several bearings, — the various applications, — of even any one pro- 
position. A common Term comprehends an indefinite i)et»iopin«iit 
— sometimes a very great — number of individuals, and of niemaintof 
often of Classes; and these, often, in some respects, **'*'*™* 
widely . differing from each other: and no one can be, on each 
occasion of his emplopng such a Term, attending to and fixing his 
mind on each of the Individuals, or even of the Species, so com- 
prehended. It is to be remembered, too, that both Division and 
Generalisation are in a great degree arbitrary ; ». e. that we may 
both divide the same genfis on several different principles, and may 
refer the same individuals or species to several different classes, 
according to the nature of the discourse and drift of the argument; 
each of which classes will furnish a distinct Middle-Term for an 
argument, according to the question. H. G, If we wished to prove 
that " a horse feels," (to adopt an ill-chosen example from the above 
writer,) we mi^ht refer it to the genus "animal;" to prove that 
"it has only a single stomach," to the genus of " non-ruminants ;" 
to prove that it is " likely to degenerate in a very cold climate," we 
should class it with "original productions of i^ hot climate," d^c, 
dpc. Now, efteh of these, and numberless others to which the same 
thing might bie referred, are implied by the very term, " horse ; " 
yet it cannot be expected that they can all be at once present to 
the mind whenever that term is uttered. Much less, when, instead 
of such a Term as that, we are employing Terms of a very abstract 
and, perhaps, complex signification,' i|s " firQyemment, justice," d^c. 

When we say " Every y is Z, and X is Y," there may be an 
indefinitis, and perhaps a great nun^her of other terms of which Z 
might be affirmed; but we fix our mii^ds an one, vur. " Y ; " of which 
again an indefinite nun^ber of other predicates besides " Z" might 
be affirmed ; and then again out of f^n indefinite number of things 
of which " Y" niight be affirmed, we fix on " X ; " thus bringing 
before the mii^d, —r where it is needful to express both premises, — 
what must in every case be assumed— ? whether stated m words, or 
understood — in order to draw the Conclusion. And usually this 
process h2|s to be repeated for the proof of one or both of the 
premises ; and perhaps again, for the premises by which they are 
proved ; Ac. 

But one cause which has led the above-mentioned writers into 
their error, K ^boii* selecting examples (such as, it must be owned, 
9f^ l^b^ndant in Logical treatises) in which the Conclusion is 
nerely a portion of what one of the Premises by itself has already 

1 On thia point th«n an wnn Talwblt Moaiks in the MOotopAy of JtAeCoric Iteelf, Book 
XT.Chap.vtt. 
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implied in die very siffnificaihn of the tenn that is taken as its 
Subject, so plainly as to be present to the mind of every 
qmnoMof^ One who tttters it : as, in the above example, the very 
i£!^i!nmpL. *®™^ "horse" implies ["connotes"] "animal" to every 
one who utters those words and understands their 
meaning.' And hence it is that some writers not destitute of intel- 
ligence have been led to imagine that in Reasoning we draw a 
Conclusion from a sinffle Premiss. 

But suppose, instead of such an example as Campbell, dec. fix on, 
we take that of the inference drawn by some Naturalist respecting 
a fossil-animal, which he concludes to be a " ruminant" from iis 
having horns on the skidl. The laborers perhaps who du^ up the 
remains, may be ignorant that " all horned animals are rummant; " 
and a naturalist again who is not on the spot, and has heard but 
an imperfect account of the skeleton, may be i^orant that " this 
animal was homed." Now neither of these parties could arrive at 
the eoAclusien that "it was a ruminant." But when the two 
premises ase combined, they do, jainUy imply and virtually assert the 
conclusion ; though, separately, neither of them does so. 

And hence a Syllogism has been represented (even by those who 
Sjiioginii acknowledge that all sound Reasoning ma^r be exhibited 
repraMDstod in that form) as a contrivance for ensnaring men in a 
M a snan. ^^^ ^^^ which they cannot afterwards escape. But a 
man catt escape admitting the^rt^A of a conclusion : he may perceive 
its falsity ; and may thus be taught the falsity of one of the Prem- 
ises. But in a case where neither of these alternatives is necessary 
— where, after admitting the whole of what is assumed to be certain 
or probable, you are left free to admit or deny what is inferred, and 
have no more knowledge of its certainty or of its probability than 
you had before, — this, every one would perceive to be no real, but 
only an apparent argument. 

But, as I have said, the flat truisms commonly given as examples 
by logical writers, have led those who have not carefully analyzed 
the reasoning-process generally, into the notion that a Syllogism is 
necessarily of thattriflmg character. He who has asserted that the 
two items oT ft certain account are 3 and 2, has virtually asserted 
that the sum total is 6 : and of this few would need even to be 
reminded : but it is equally certain that he who has stated the items 
when they amount to some hundreds, has virtually asserted that the 
sum-total is so and so ; and yet the readiest accountant requires, in 
this case, some time to bring these items together before his mind. 

A Subject concerning which something is to be proved, is referred, 
as lias been above remarked^ to this, or to that Class, according to 
what it is that is to be proved. 

1 Se6BookII,Ch.T,$l. 
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The Categories* or Predicaments* which Aristotle and other Logi- 
cal writers have treated of, being certain general-heads _ 
or 8ummaffenera,^to one or more of which every Term *^** *"* 
may be referred, serve the purpose of marking out certain tracks, 
as it were, which are to be pursued in searching for middle Terms, 
in each argument respectively ; it bein^ essential that we should 
generalize on a right principle, with a view to the question before 
us; or, in other words, thai we should abstract that portion of any 
object presented to the mind, which is important to the argument 
in hand. There are expressions in common use which have a ref- 
erence to thisv caution : such as, '' this is a question, not as to the 
nature of flie object, but the ma^nUude of it : " ** this is a question 
of time, or oi place," <fec. i. e. ** the subject must be referred to this 
or to that Category." 

With respect to the meaning of the Terms in question, " Dis- 
covery," and *' New Truth ; " it matters not whether we confine 
ourselves to the narrowest sense, or admit the widest, provided we 
do but distin^ish. There certainly are two kinds of 
*• New Truth" and of " Discovery," if we take those '^"'S^yi^f, 
words in the widest sense in which they are ever used. 
First, such Truths as were, before they were discovered, absolutely 
unknown, being not implied by any thing we previously knew, 
though we might perhaps suspect them as probable. Such are all 
maiterg of fact strictly so called, when first made known to one who 
had not any such previous knowledge, as would enable him to ascer- 
tain them a prion; t. e, by Reasoning ; as if we inform a man that 
we have a colony in New-South- Wales ; or that the earth is at such 
a distance from the sun ; or that platina is heavier than gold. The 
communication of this kind of knowledge is most usually, and most 
strictly, called information. We gain it from observa- information. 
tion, and from testimony. No mere internal workings of 
our own minds (except when the mind itself is the veiy object to 
be observed), or mere discussions in words, will make a iact known 
to us ; though there is great room for sagacity in jvdging what tes- 
timony to admit, and in the forming of conjectures that may lead to 
prqfitahle observation, and to experiments with a view to it. 

The other class of Discoveries is of a very different nature. That 
which may be elicited by Reasoning, and consequently 
is implied in that which we already know, we assent to 
on that ground, and not from observation or testimony. To take a 
Geometrical truth upon trust, or attempt to ascertain it by observa^ 
tian, would betray a total ignorance of the nature of the Science. 

1 The GtttMories emimerated by Aristotle, (which certainly is Imt a teir crude one) has 

are •»ria, whrar, vo7av, wfirtt, k-oS, «r6r|, been by some writers enlarged, as it is eTUent 

x*<ra»i, ixiiv, «ei«rv, «-«rx«iv; Which are may easily be done by subdiTiding some of the 

usnally rendered, as adequately as, perhaps, heads; and by others curtailed, as it is no leits 

th«y can be in our language, Substance, Quan- eyident that all may ultimately be referred to 

tity, QuaUty, Relation, Plaee^ Time, Sttnation, the two heads of SuMance, and AttrHniU, or 

^sseadon, Action, Suffering. The Oatalcsne (in the language of some Logicians) Jccte/enf. 
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In the longest demonstration, tbe Mathematical teacher seems only 
to lead us to make use of our own stores, and point out to us how- 
much we had already admitted ; and, in the case of many Ethical 
propositions, we assent at first hearing, though perhaps we had 
ner^r heard or thought of the proposition before. So also do we 
readily assent to the tesHmoniy of a respectable man who tells us that 
our troops have gained a victory ; but how different is the nature 
of the assent in the two cases. In the latter we are disposed to 
ikank the man for his information, as being such as no wisdom or 
leaitiing would have enabled us to ascertain ; in the former, we 
usually exclaim ** very true! " *' that is a valuable and just remark; 
that never struck me before ! *' implying at once our practical igno- 
rance of it; and also our consciousness that we possess, in what we 
already know, the means to ascertain the truth of it ; that we have 
a right, in short, to bear our testimony to its truth. 

To all practical purposes, indeed, a Truth of this description may 
be as eompletoly unknown to a man as the other ; but as soon as it 
is set before him, and the argument by which it is connected with 
his previous notions is made clear to him, he recognizes it as some- 
thing conformable to, and contained in, his former belief. 

It is not improbable that Plato's doctrine of Reminiscence arose 
from a hasty extension of what he had observed in this 



class^' to all acquisition of knowledge whatever. His ' **'^' 

Theory of ideas served to confound together maUers qffact respecting 
the nature of things, (which may be perfectly new to us) with 
proposititions reiaH^ng to out own noUons, and modes of thought ; 
(or to speak, perhaps, more correctly, our own arbitrary Signs) 
which propositions must be contained and implied in those very 
complex notions themselves ; and whose truth is a conformity, not 
to the nature of things^ but to our own hypothesis. Such are all 
propositions in pure Mathematics, and many in; £thic»» viz. those 
which involve' no assertion as to real matters of: foct. Lb has been 
rightly remarked, ^ Aat' Mathematical propositions are not properly 
true or folisevin the same sense as any proposition respecting real 
fact is so called. And hence, the truth (such as it is) of such 
propositions is necessary and eternal ; since it amounts* only to a 
cor^ormity with the hypothesis we set out with. The proposition, 
that " the belief in a future state, combined with a complete devotion 
to the present life, is not consistent with the character of prudence," 
would be not at all the less true if a future state were a chimera, 
and prudence a quality which was nowhere met with ; nor would 
the truth of the Mathematician's conclusion be shaken, that <' circles 
are to each other as the squares of their diameters," should it be 
found that there never had been a circle^ or a square^ conformable 
to the definition, in rerum natures. 
And aecordingly an able man may, by patient Reasoning, attain 

1 Duflsld Stewwfc'ft PhUofophy, VoL IL 



Chaf. II, i 1.] ON THB PKOVIXCB OF RKASONING. 191 

any amount of mathematical truths ; because these are all implied 
in the Definitions. But no degree of labor and ability, would give 
him the knowledge, by " Measoninp " cdofie of what has taken 
place in some foreign country ; nor would enable him to know, if he 
had never seen, or heard of, the experiments, what would become 
of a spoonful of salt, or a spoonful of chalk, if put into water, or 
what would be the appearance of a ray of light when passed through 
a prism. 

Hence the futility of the attempt of Clarke, and others, to 
demonstrate (in the mathematical sense) the existence 
of a Deity. This can only be (appai-ently) done by m^t^bie.*** 
covertly assuming in the Premises the very point to be 
proved. No matter of fact can be mathematically demonstrated ; 
though it may be proved in such a manner as to leave no doubt on 
the mind. E, G. I have no more doubt that I met such and sucii 
a man, in this or that place, yesterday, than that the angles of a 
triangle are equal to two right anffltes : but the kind of certainty 
I have of these two truths i« widely different ; to say, that I did 
not meet the man, would be Mse indeed, but it would not be any 
thing inconceivable, self -contradictory, and absurd ; but it would 
be so, to deny the equality of the angles of a triangle to two right 
angles. 

It is of the utmost importance to distinguish these two kinds of 
Discovery of Truth. In relation to the former, m I infonnation 
have said, the word ** inform/xtion** is most strictly and instruc 
applied ; the communication of the latter is more properly ^^^ di»tinct. 
called " instruction.*' I speak of the usual practice ; for it would 
be going too far to pretend that writers are uniform and consistent 
in the use of these, or of any other term. We say that the Historian 
gives us information respecting past times ; the Traveler, respecting 
foreign countries : on the other hand, the Mathematician gives 
instruction in the principles of his Science ; the Moralist instructs us 
in our duties, <fec. However, let the words be used as they may, the 
things are evidently different, and ought to be distinguished. It is a 
question comparatively unimportant, whether the term "Discovery " 
shall or shall not be extended to the eliciting of those Truths, 
which, being implied in our jprevious knowledge, may be established 
by mere strict Reasoning. 

Similar verbal questions, indeed, might be raised respecting many 
other cases : e. ^. one has forgotten ( i, e. cannot recollect) the name 
of some person or place ; perhaps we even try to think of it, but in 
vain : at last some one reminds us, and we instantly recognize it as 
the one w« wanted to recollect : it may be asked, was this in our 
mind, or not? The answer is, that in one sense it was, and in 
another sense, it was not. Or, again, suppose there is a vein of 
metal on a man's estate, which he does not know of ; is it part of ' 
his possessions or not ? and when he findd it out and works it, does 
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he then acquire a new possession or not ? Certainly not, in the 
same sense as if he has a fresh estate bequeathed to him, which he 
had formally no riffhi to ; but to all practical purposes it w a new 
possession. This case, indeed, may serve as an illustration of the 
one we have been considering ; and in all these cases, if the real 
distinction be understood, the verbal question will not be of much 
consequence. 

To use one more illustration. Reasoning has been apUy compared 
to the piling together blocks of stone ; on each of which, as on a 
pedestiu, a man can raise himself a small, and but a small height 
above the plain ; but which^ when skillfully built up, will form a 
flight of steps, which will raise him to a great elevation. Now (to 
pursue this analogy) when the materials are all ready to the 
builder's hand, the blocks ready dug and brought, his work 
resembles one of the two kinds of Discovery just mentioned, viz, 
that to which we have assigned the name of instruction : but if his 
materials are to be entirely, or in part, provided by himself, — if 
he himself is forced to dig fresh blocks from the quarry, — this 
corresponds to the other kmd of Discovery.^ 

§2. 
I have hitherto spoken of the employment of Argument in tlie 

establisnment of those hypothetical truths (as they may 
DteM^wriM. ^ called) which relate only to our own abstract notions. 

It is not, however, meant to be insinuated that there is 
no room for Reasoning in the establishment of a matter of fact : but 
the other Class of Truths have first been treated of, because, in 
discussing subjects of that kind, the process of Reasoning is always 
the principal, and often the only thing to be attended to, if we are 
but certain and clear as to the meaning of the terms ; whereas, 
when assertions respecting real existence are introduced, we have 
the additional and more important business of ascertaining and 
keeping in mind the degree of evidence for those fiacts ; since, other- 
wise, our Conclusions could not be relied on, however accurate our 
Reasoning. But, undoubtedly, we may by Reasoning arrive at 
knowledge concerning matters of fact, if we have/octo to set out with 
ae data; only that it will very often happen that, "from certain 

1 "The fundamental diflbrenees between the colon yellow and blue,' resnlta which 

thene two great branches of human knowledjge, can be learnt only firom experience, 

ae w«U M their consequencee, cannot perhaps ** Thus then the extremes of human know- 

b« more strikingly illustnted tlian in the fol- ledge may be considered as founded on the one 

lowing fiuniUar exposiUon by a celebrated hand purely upon reason, and on the other 

writer. *A elever man,' says Sir J. Herscbel, purely upon sense. Now, arery large portion 

*shut up alone and allowed all unlimited time, of our knowledge, and what in ftct may be 

might reason out for himself all the truths considered as the most important part of it, 

of mathematics, by proceeding firom those lies between thefB two extremes, and results 

simple notions of space and number of which firom a union or mixture of them, that is to 

he cannot direst himself without ceasing to say, consists of the application of rational 

think ; but he would neTor tell by any effort principles to the phenomena presented by th« 

•f reasoning what would become of a lump of objects of nature." -^ IVoHl't Aridgtwater 

■agar, if immersed in water, or what imprvs- Treatise^ p. 2. 
iion wottkl b« pfodnoed on his ey^by mixing 
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fects," as Campbell remarks, "we draw only probable Conclu- 
sions : " because the other Premiss introduced (which he overlooked) 
is only probable. And the maxim of Mechanics holds good in 
arguments ; that ** nothing is stronger than its weakest part." Ho 
observed that in such an instance, for example, as the one lately 
given, we infer from the certainty that such and such tyrannies have 
been short-lived, the probability that others will be so ; and he did 
not consider that there is an understood Premiss which is essential 
to the argument ; (viz. that '* all tyrannies will resemble those we 
Jiave already observed**) which being only of a probable character, 
must attach the same degree of uncertainty to the Conclusion. And 
the doubtfulness is multiplied, if both Premises are uncertain. For 
since it is only on the supposition of bath Premises being true, that 
ve can calculate on the truth of the Conclusion, we must state in 
fractional numbers the chances of each Premise being true, and 
th^Q multiply these together, to judge of the degree of evidence of 
the Conclusion.^ 

An indi&iduai fact is not unfrequently elicited by skillfully com- 
bining, and reasoning from, those already known ; of which many 
curious cases occur in the detection of criminals by officers of 
justice, and by Barristers, who acquire by practice such dexterity 
in that particidar department, as to draw sometimes the right 
conclusion from data, which might be in the possession of others, 
without being applied to the same use. But in all cases . 
of the inferring of a general law from Induction, that estabUsiTed?* 
conclusion (as has been formerly remarked) is ulti- ^Suction'"** 
mately established by Reasoning. £. G. Bakewell, the 
celebrated cattle-breeder, observed, in a great number of individual 
beasts, a tendency to fatten readilv ; and in a great' number of 
others, the absence of this constitution : in every individual of the 
former description, he observed a certain peculiar make, though they 
differed widely in size, color, &c. Those of the latter description 
differed no less in various points, but agreed in being of a different 
make from the others : these facts were his data ; from which, com- 
bining them with the general principle, that Nature is steady and 
uniform in her proceedings, he lo^ ':ally drew the conclusion that 
beasts of the specified make have universally a peculiar tendency to 
fattening. But then his principal merit consisted in making the 
observations, and in so combining them as to abstract from each of 
a multitude of cases, differing widely in many respects, the circum- 
stances in which they all agreed; and also in conjecturing skillfully 
how far those circumstances were likely to be found in the whole 
class. The making of such observations, and still more the com* 
bination, abstraction, and judgment employed,^ are what men 
commonly mean (as was observed) when they speak of Indtiction ; 

1 «M Book m, $ 14. 2 Sm Poll*. Beop. I^et. IX, pp. M>-m 
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and these operations are certainly distinct from Reasoning^ The 
same observations will apply to numberless other cases; as, for 
instance, to the Discoyery of the law of '* vis tTtertice," and the 
other principles of Natural-philosophy. 

It may be remarked here, that even the most extensive observa- 
tions of facts will often be worse than useless t« those who are 
deficient in the power of discriminating and selecting. Their know- 
ledge, whether much or little, is like food to a body whose digestive 
system is so much impaired as to be incapable of separating the 
nutritious portions. To attempt to remedy the defect of minds thus 
constitutedt '*by impartinc;' to them additional knowledge, — to 
confer the advantage of wider experience on those who have not 
the power of profiting by experience, — is to attempt enlarging the 
prospect of a short-sighted man by bringing him to the top of a 
hm."> 

But to what class, it may be asked, should be referred the IMa- 
coveries we have been speaking of? All would agree in calling 
them, when first ascertained, •* New Truths," in the strictest sense 
of the word, which would seem to imply their belonging to the 
class which may be called by way of distinction, " Physical Dis^ 
wveriea : " and yet their being ultimately established by Reasoning, 
would seem, according to the foregoing rule, to refer them to the 
other class, viz, what may be called •* Logical Discoveries ; " since 
whatever is established by Reasoning must have been 
M^eriM. Contained and virtually asserted in the Premises. In 
answer to this, I would say, that they certainly do 
belong to the latter class, relatively *to a person who is wi possession 
of the delta: but to him who is rtot, they are New Truths of the 
other class. For it is to be remembered, that the words " Dis- 
covery" and " New Truths" are necessarily relatiw. There may 
be a proposition which is to one person completely kiwwn; to 
another (viz. one to whom it has never occurred, though he is in 
possession of all the data from which it may be proved) it will be 
(when he comes to perceive it, by a process of iiMtruction) what we 
hai^ called a Logical Discovery .* to a third [viz. one who is igno- 
rant of these data) it will be absolutely uriknovm, and will have 
been, when made known to him, a perfectly and properly New 
Truth, — a piece of information,* — a Physical Discovery, as we 
have called it.* To the Philosopher, therefore, who arrives at the 
Discoyery by reasoning from his observations, and from established 

1 8m Book I, $ 1« Note. If ftg^Q, he is ftillT tonvinctd of ftny thiny 

11 Polit. Kcon. Lect. IX, p. 286. that is not true, he Is mistaken in supposiBff 

8 It may be worth while in this plaee to himself to know it; lutly, if two persons ar« 

daAne what is properly to be called Know^ each fiMy confident, one that the moon is 

Udg« : it implies three thio]^. 1st, firm btlief, inhabited, and the other that it is not, (though 

SIdly, of what is true, . 8dly, on sufficient one of these opinions must be true) neither of 

grouiuis. If any one, e. g. is in doidtt respect- them could properly be said to know tlM 

Inc one of Buclid's demonstrations, he oannot truth, Binoe he c«nnot hftTe saffiefcmtprv^ 

be mlA to kmov the proposttion proved tgr it ; of it. 
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principles combined with them, the Discovery is of the former 
class ; to the multitude, probably of the latter ; as theff will have 
been most likely not possessed of all his data. 

§3. 

It follows from what has been said, that in pure Mathematics^ 
and in such Ethical propositions as we were lately ciunetw 
speaking of, we do not allow the possibility of any but offlekntiiio 
a Logical Discovery : t . e. no proposition of that class 
can be true, which was not implied in the Definitions and Axioms 
we set out with, which are the first principles. For since the 
propositions do not profess to state any fact, the only truth they 
can possess, eoMuts in conformity to the original principles. To 
one, therefore, who hwwt these principles, such pronositions are 
Truths already implied ; since they may be developea to him by 
Reasoning, if he is not defective in Uie discursive £iculty ; and 
i^in, to one who does not understand those principles (t . «. is not 
master of the Definitions) such propositions are, so lar, unmeaning. 
On the other hand, propositions relating to matters of fact, may be, 
indeed, implied in what he already knew ; (as he who knows the 
climate of the Alps, the Andes, &c.,<fec.,has virtually admitted the 
general &ct, that '* the tops of mountains are comparatively cold") 
but as these possess an absolute and physical Truth, they may also 
be absolutely " new," their Truth not being implied in the mere terms 
of the propositions. The truth or fiEtlsity of any proposition con- 
cerning a triangle, is implied by the meaning of that and of the 
other Geometrical terms ; whereas, though one may understand (in 
the ordinary sense of that word) the full meaning of the terms 
*' planet," and ** inhabited," and of all the other terms in the lan- 
guage, he cannot thence derive any certainty that the planets are» 
or are not, inhabited. 

As I have elsewhere observed, ** Every branch of study, which 
can at all claim the character of a science (in the widest accepta- 
tion, ) requires two things : 1 . A correct <ueertainmeni of the data 
from which we are to reason ; and, 2. Correctness in the process of 
deducing conclusions from them. But these two processes, though 
both are in every case indispensable, are, in different cases, eztrem^y 
different in their relative difficulty and amount ; — in the space, if 1 
may so speak, which they occupy in each branch of study. In 
pure Mathematics, for instance, we set out from arbitrary Defini- 
tions, and Postulates, readily comprehended, which are the princi- 
ples from which, by the help of Axioms hi^rdly needing even to be 
stated, our reasonings proceed. No facts whatever require to be 
ascertained ; no process of induction to be carried on ; the reasoning- 
process is nearly every thing. In Geology, (to take an instance of 
an opposite kind) the most extensive information is requisite ; and 
thougn sound reasoning is ci^lad for in i|ia)cipg use of the knowledge 
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required, It is irell known what enoBeons systeiiis ha^e been 
devised, by powerful reasoners, who hare satisfied themselves too 
soon with obseryationi not sufficiently accurate and extensive. 

" Various branches of Natural-philosophy occupy, in this respect, 
yarious intermediate places. The two processes which I have 
endeavored to describe, under the titles of ' Physical investigation' 
and ' Logical investigBition/ will, in different cases, differ very much 
in their relative importance and difficulty. The science of Optics, 
for instance, furnishes an example of one approaching very near to 
pure mathematics ; since, tliough the foundation of it consists in 
£M}ts ascertained liy experiment, these are fewer and more easily 
ascertained than those pertaining to other branches of Natural- 
philosophy. A very small number of principles, comprehensible 
even without being verified by the senses, being assumed, the 
dednctioBS from them are so extensive, that, as is well known, a 
blind madbematician, who had no remembrance of seeingi gave aa 
approved course of lectures on the subject. In the applicuiion^ 
however, of this science to the explanation of many of the curious 
natural phenomena that occur, a most axtenaive and exact know 
ledge of facts is called for. 

" In the case of Political-Economy, that the facts on which the 
science is founded are few, and simple, and within the range of 
every one's obsenrations, would I think, never have been doubted, 
but for the error of confennding together the theoretical and the 
practical branches of it; — the science of wliat is properly called 
Political-fiooBomy, — and the practical en^phymeni of it. The tlie- 
ory supplies principles, which we may afterwards apply practically 
to an indefinite number of various cases ; and in order to make this 
applicatian correctly, of course an accurate knowledge of the 
circumstences of each case is indispensable. But it should be 
remembered that the same may be said even with respect to Geom- 
etry. As soon as we come to the practical branch of it, and apply 
it in actual measurements, a minute attention to facts is requisite 
lor an aoousate result. And in each practical question in Political 
Economy that may arise, we must be prepared to ascertain, and 
allow for, various disturbing causes, which may more or less 
modify the results obtained from our general principles ; just as in 
Mechanics when we come to practice, we must take into account the 
thickness, and weight, and the degrees of flexibility, of ropes and 
levers. 

« The fects then which it noay be necessary to ascertain for the 
practical decision of any sk^ case that may arise, are« of course, 
in Political-Economy (as in respect of the appUcatum of the prin- 
ciples of emy science), indefinite in number, and sometimes difficult 
to collect ; Uie facts on which the general principles of the scienoe 
arefmmhd^ come within the sanfine of every one's experience." ' 

I »»ia. Bmm. Jmt. XX»|^ »k 



CMAr.lI,$4. OS THK rSOTIKOB OF ItSASONING. 197 

When it is asked, then, whether such great Discoveries, as have 
been made in Natural-Philosophy, were accomplished. Ambiguity of 
or can be accomplished bj MeasKmng? the inquirer the word iuv 
should be reminded, that the question is ambiguous. "*"**** 
It maj be answered in the fiSo^rmaiive, if by <* Reasoning" is 
meant to be included the €Lisunq>ti<in of Premise*, To the right 
performance of thai work, is requisite, not only, in many eases, the 
ascertainment of &ets, and of the degree of evidence for doubtful 
propositions, ^in which, observation and experiment will often \m 
indispensable, ) but also a skillful 9eiectio» and comhinoUion of known 
ibcts and principles ; such a& implies, amongst other things, tiie 
exercise of that powerful attraction which seizes the common 
circumstances — the point of agreement — in a number of, other- 
wise, dissimilar individuals ; and it is in this that the greatest 
^nius is shown. But if ''Reasoning" be understood in the 
limited sense in which it is usually defined, then we must answer 
in the negative ; and reply that such Discoveries are made by means 
of Reasoning combined with other operations. 

In the process I have been speaking of, there is much Reasoning 
tliroughout: and thence the whole has been carelessly called a 
** process of Reasoning." 

It is not, indeed, any just ground of complaint that the word 
Reasoning is used in two senses; but that the two senses are per- 
petually confounded together: and hence it is that some Logical 
writers lancied that Reasoning (viz, that which Logic treats of) 
was the method of discovering Truth : and that so many other 
writers Imve accordingly complained of Logic for not accomplishing 
that end ; urging that '' Syllogism " (i, e. Reasoning ; though they 
overlooked the coincidence) never established any thing that is, 
strictly speaking, unknown to him who granted the Premises : and 
proposing the introduction of a certain ''rational Logic " toaecom- 
plish this purpose ; t. e. to direct the mind in the process of 
investigation. Supposing that some such system could be devised 
— that it could even be brought into a scientific form, (which he 
must be more sanguine than scientific who expects,) — tliat it were 
of the greatest conceivable utility, — and that it should be allowed 
to bear the name of "Logic"(sinceit would not be worthwhile to 
contend about a name) still it would not, as these writers seem to 
suppose, have the same object proposed with the Aristotelian Logic; 
or be in any respect a rival to that system. A pkmsf^ may l^ a 
much more ingenious and valuable instrument than a Jiail ; but ic 
never can be substituted for it. 

Those Discoveries of general laws of Nature, &c., of which we 
have been speaking, being of that character which we have described 
by the name of "Logical discoveries," to him who is inpo^k^ssion 
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New trathi of oU (ke PremUei /ram which they are deduced; but 
m»y ^^ roch being to the muUUude, (who are unacquainted with many 
aeoMt^^SSn^ of those Premises) strictly "New Truths/' hence it 
•nt pmont. ig^ that men in general give to the general tacts, 
and to them, most peculiarly, the name of JHscoveriee ; for to 
themselves they are such, in the strictest sense ; the Premises from 
which they were inferred being not only originally unknown to 
them, but frequently remaining unknown to the very last. E, G. 
The general conclusion concerning cattle, which Bakewell made 
known, is what most Ag^culturists (and many others also) are 
acquainted with ; but the Premises he set out with, viz, the &cts 
respecting this, that, and the other, individual ox, (the ascertain- 
ment of which facts was his first Discovery, ) these are what few 
know, or care to know, with any exact particularity. 

And it may be added that these discoveries of particular facts, 
which are the immediate result of observation, are, in 
andtx^riment thcmsclves, unmteresting and insignificant, tiU they are 
combined so as to lead to a mnd general result. Those 
who on each occasion watched the motions, and registered the times 
of occcultation, of Jupiter's satellites, little thought, perhaps, 
themselves, what important results they were preparing the way 
for.' So that there is an additional cause which has confined the 
term Discovery to these grand general conclusions ; and, as was 
just observed, they are, to the generality of men, prfectly New 
Truths in the strictest sense of the word ; not being implied in any 
previous knowledge they possessed. Very often it will happen, 
indeed, that the conclusion thus drawn will amount only to a 
probable cov^ecture; which conjecture will dictate to the inquirer 
such an experiment, or course of experiments, as will fully establish 
the fact. Thus Sir H. Davy, from finding that the flame of 
hydrogen gas was not communicated through a long slender tube, 
conjectured that a shorter but still slenderer tube would answer the 
same purpose ; this led him to try the experiments, in which, by 
continually shortening the tube, and at the same time lessening its 
bore, he arrived at last at the wire-gauze of his safety- lamp. 

It is to be observed also, that whatever credit is conveyed by the 
word " Discovery," to him who is regarded as the author of it, is 
well deserved by those who skillfully select and combine known 
Truths {especially such as have been long and generally known) 
so as to elicit important, and hitherto unthought-of, conclusions. 
Theirs is the master-mind: — op;t»tixtw»«»j ^^v^ei^: whereas men of 
very inferior powers may sometimes, by immediate observation, 
discover perfectly new facts, empirically : and thus be of service 
in furnishing materials to the others ; to whom they stand in the 
same relation (to recur to a former illustration) as we brickmaker 

1 Ileneet Bacon urges os to puriiM TnUh, without alwaji n^uiring to mkoIti iti pnc^ical 

appllMtftOB. 
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w stonequarrier to tbe architect It is peculiarly creditable to Adam 
8mith, and to Malthus, that the data from which thej drew such 
important Conclusions had been in every one's hands for centuries. 

As for Mathematical Discoveries, they (as we have before said) 
must always be of the description to which we have given the nam« 
of ** Logical Discoveries ; " since to him who properly comprehends 
the meaning of the Mathematical terms (ana to no other are the 
Truths themselves, properly speaking, intelligible) those results are 
implied in his previous knowledge, since they are logically deducibk 
therefrom. It is not, however, meant to be implied, tliat Mathema- 
tical Discoveries are effected by pure Reasoning, and by that singly. 
For though there is not here, as in Physics, any exercise of 
judgment as to the degree of evidence of the Premises, nor any 
experiments and observations, yet there is the same call for skill in 
tiie seUcUon and comUnaiion of the Premises in such a manner as 
shall be best calculated to lead to a new, — that is, unperceived and 
unthoughi-of — Conclusion. 

In foUomng^ indeed, and taking in a demonstration, nothing is 
called for but pure Reasoning ; but the asstimption of Premises is 
net a 2^^ of Reasoning, in the strict and technical sense of that 
term. Accordifigly, there are many who csux/ollaw a Mathematical 
demonstration, or any other train of argument, who would not 
succeed well m/rasning one of their own/ 

§ 5. 

For both kinds of Discovery then, the Logical, as well as th« 
Physical, certain operations are requisite, beyond those op«r»«oni 
which can fairly be comprehended under the strict eonnected «itk 
sense of the Word ** Reasoning." In the Logical, is '***^«"*«- 
required a skillful selection and combinati<m of knotm TrtUhs : in the 
Physical, we must employ, in addition (generally speaking) to that 
process, observation and experiment. It will generally happen, 
that in the study of nature, and, universally, in all that relates to 
matters of &ct, both kinds of investigation will be united : •'. e. 
some of the facts or principles you reason from as Premises, must 
be ascertained by observation ; or, as in the case of the safety-lamp, 
the ultimate Conclusion will need confirmation from experience ; so 
that both Physical and Logical Discovery will take place in the 
course of the same process. We need not, therefore, wonder, that 
the two are so perpetually confounded. In Mathematics, on the 
other hand, and in great part of the discussions relatins^ to Ethics 
and Jurisprudence, there being no room for any Physical Discovery 
whatever, we have only to make a skillful use of the propositions in 
our possession, to arrive at every attainable result. 

The investigation, however, of the latter class of subjects differs 

1 H«aoe. ilie Student mwt not wnfiM Umtelf !• thif panifii kind «f flmplojaMiie, If hm 
will tmljr becoBM a MatlwiaMiQiaB. 
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in other points also from that of the former. For, setting aside the 
circumstance of our having, in these, no question as to facts, — no 
room for observjition, — there is also a considerable difference ia 
what maj be called, in both instances, the process af Logical inves* 
ttgoHon ; the Premises on which we proceed being of so different a 
nature in the two cases. 

To take the example of Mathematics, the Definitions, which are 
iiathematicai *^® Principles of our Reasoning, are yetj few, and the 
ftnd other Rea- Axioms Still fewer ,* and both are, for the most part, 
■*"*"*• laid down, and placed before the studemt in the outset ; 

the introduction of a new Definition or Axiom, being of compara- 
tively rare occurrence, at wide intervals, and With a formal 
statement ; besides which, there is no room for doubt concemiiig 
either. On the other hand, in all reasonings which regard matters 
of fact, we introduce almost at every step, fresh and fresh propo- 
sitions (to a very great number) which had not been elicited in the 
course of our Reasoning, but are taken for granted ; viz, fects, and 
Laws of Nature, which are here the principles of our Reasoning, 
and nuixims, or " elements of belief," which answer to the axioms 
in Mathematics. If, at the opening of a Treatise, for example, on 
Chemistry, on Agriculture, on Polilical-Economy, <kc., the author 
should make, as in Mathematics, a formal statement of all the 
propositions he intended to assume as granted, throughout the 
whole work, both he and his readers would be astonished at the 
nimiber ; and, of these, many would be only probable, and there 
would be much room for doubt as to the degree of probability, and 
for judgment in ascertaining that degree. 

Moreover, Math^atical axioms are always employed precisely 
in the same simple form; e. g, the axiom that " the things equal to 
the same are equal to one another," is cited, whenever there is 
need, in those very words ; whereas the maxims employed in the 
other class of subjects, admit of, and require, continual modifixja- 
tions in the application of them. JSr. Q, *• The stability of the laws 
of Nature," which is our constant assumption in inquiries relating 
to Natural- phik>sophy, appears in many different shapes, and in 
some of them does not possess the same complete certainty as in 
others ; e, g. when, from having always observed a certain sheep 
ruminating, we infer, that this individual sheep will continue to 
ruminate, we assume that " the property which has hitherto be- 
longed to this sheep will remain unchanged;" when we infer 
the same property of all sheep, we assume that ** the property which 
belongs to this individual belongs to the whole species;" if, on 
comparing sheep with some other kinds of horned animals,* and 
tinding that all agree in ruminating, we infer that " all horned 

1 Viz. haying horni on the skuU, What are called the horns of the Rhinoceros are qnito 
koras. 
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animals ruminate/' we assume that ** the whole of a genus or class 
are Hkely to agree in any point wherein many species of that genus 
agree : ** or in other words, ** that if one of two properties, <fec.,has 
<^ien been found accompanied by another, and never without it, 
the former will be universally accompanied by the latter : " now all 
these are merely different forms of the maxim, that "nature is 
uniform in her operations,'' which, it is evident, vanes in expression 
in almost every different case where it is applied, and the applica- 
tion of which admits of every des^ree of evidence, from perfect 
moral certainty, to mere conjecture.* 

The same ma^ be said of an infinite number of principles and 
maxims appropriated to, and employed in, each particular branch ' 
of study. Hence, i^l such reasonings are, in comparison of Mathe- 
matics, very complex ; requiring so much more than that does, 
beyond the process of merely deducing the conclusion logically from 
the premises : so that it is no wonder that the longest Mathematical 
demonstration should be so much more easily constructed and 
understood, than a much shorter train of just reasoning concerning 
real facts. The former has been aptly compared to a long and steep, 
but even and re^lar, flight of steps, which tries the breath, and 
the strength, and the perseverance only ; while the latter resembles 
a short, but rugged and uneven, ascent up a precipice, which 
requires a quick eye, agile limbs, and a firm step ; and m which we 
have to tread now on this side, now on that — ever considering, as 
we proceed, whether this or that projection will afford room for our 
foot, or whether some loose stone may not slide from under ns. 
There are probably as many steps of pure reasoning in one of the 
longer of Euclid's demonstrations, as in the whole of an argu- 
mentative treatise on some other subject, occupying perhaps a 
considerable volume. 

It may be observed here that Mathematical Reasoning, as it calls 
for no exercise of judgment respecting probabilities, is Biathematiea 
the best kind of introductory exercise ; and, from the unefui nn an 
same cause, is apt, when too exclusively pursued, to pn'S*"^^'^^ 
make men incorrect moral-reasoners. Keaaoning. 

As for those Ethical and Legal Reasonings which were lately 
mentioned as in some respects resembling those of Mathematics, 
(viz. such as keep clear of all assertions respecting facts) they have 
this difference ; that not only men are not so completely agreed 
respecting the maxims and principles of Ethics and Law, but the 
meaning also of each Term cannot be absoli^ely, and forever, fixed 
by an arbitrary definition ; on the contrary, a great part of our 
labor consists in distinguishing accurately the various senses in 
which men employ each Term — ascertaining which is the most 
proper,-— and taking care to avoid confounding them together.^ 

1 Sm Append. Art. <* ImpoMlbto.'* 3 8m Appandiz od AnUgooof TMma. 
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It may b« worth while to add in this place that as a candid 

F»iiMioa« disposition, — a hearty desire to judge foirly, and to 
4iiiiwmcement attain tfuth, — are evidently necessary with a view to 
" °' give fair play to the reasoning powers, m subjects where 
we are liable to a bias from interest or feelings, so, a fidlacious 
perversion of this maxim finds a place in the min£ of some persons : 
who accordingly speak dispiragingly of a// exercise of the reasoning 
&culty in moral and religious subjects ; declaiming on the insuffi- 
ciency of mere intellectual power for the attainment of truth in such 
matters, — on the necessity of appealing to the heart rather than to 
the head, <fec.l and then leading their readers or themselves to the 
Conclusion that the less we reason on such subjects the safer we are. 

But the proper office of candor is to prepare the mind not for the 
rt^ec^cn of all evidence, but for the right reception of 
ofSiSSr*"" evidence ; — not, to be a eubetUute for reasons, but to 
enable us fairly to weigh the reasons on both sides. 
Such persons as I am alluding to are in fact saving that since just 
weights idone, without a just balance, will avail nothing, therefore 
we have only to take care of the scales, and let the weights take 
care of themselves. 

This kind of tone is of course most especially to be found in such 
writers as consider it expedient to inculcate on the mass of mankind 
what — there is reason to suspect — they do not themselves fully 
believe, and which they apprehend is the more likely to be reject«d 
the more it is investigated.^ r 



Chap. III. — Of Inference and Proof 

§1- 

SiNCB it appears, from what has been said, that universally a man 
must possess something else besides the Reasoning-fEtculty, in order 
to apply that faculty properl]^ to his own purpose, whatever that 
purpose may be ; it may be inquired whether some theory could 
not be made out, respecting those " other operations'* and " intel- 
lectual processes, distinct from Reasoning, which it is necessary for 
us sometimes to employ in the investigation of truth ; '"and whether 
rules cannot be laid down for conducting them. 

Something has, indeed, been done in this way by more than one 

Different Writer ; and more might probably be accomplished by 

appiicarioDs one who should fully comprehend and carefully bear 

of uei^ouiag. ^^ mind the principles of Logic, properly so called ; but 

1 8m Appendix IJI. 3 Cm Powell's ^TnuUtion UnTeiled.' 8 D. Stiwwt. 
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it would hardly be possible to build up any thing like a regular 
Science respecting these matters, such as Logic is with respect to 
the theory of Reasoning. It may be useful, however, to observe, 
that these " other qperatums" of which we have been speaking, and 
which are preparatory to the exercise of Reasoning, are of ^100 kinde, 
according to the nature of the end proposed ; for Reasoning com- 
prehends hrferring and Proving ; which are not two different things, 
but the same thing regarded in ^100 differeni points of view : like the 
road from London to York, and the road from York to London. 
He who infers,^ proves ; and he who proves, infers ; but the word 
" infer" fixes the mind ftrst on the Premiss and then on the Con- 
dusion; the word " prove," on the contrary, leads the mind/rom the 
Conclusion to the Premiss. Hence, the substantives derived from 
these words respectively, are often used to express that which, on 
each occasion, is last m the mind ; Inference being often used to 
signify the drndusion, («. e. Proposition inferred^) and Proof, the 
Premiss, We say, also, " How do jou prove that ? " and *' What 
do you infer from that?" which sentences would not be so properly 
expressed if we were to transpose those verbs. One might, there- 
fore, define Proving, ** the assijsrning of a reason [or argument] for 
the support of a piven proposition : " and Inferring^ ** the deduction 
of a Ck>nclusion from s^ven Premises." In the one case our Con- 
clusion is ffiven, (t. e. set before us as the Question) and we have to 
seek for arguments ; in the other, our Premises are given, and we 
have to seek for a Conclusion ; t. e. to put together our own propo- 
sitions, and try what will follow from them ; or, to speak more 
Logically, in the one case, we seek to refer the Suhject of which we 
would predicate something, to a chss^ to which that Predicate will 
(ajQirmatively or negatively) apply; in the other, we seek to find 
comprehended, in the Subject of which we have predicated something, 
9ome other term to which that Predicate had not been before applied.' 
Each of these is a d^niiion of Reasoning, 

§2. 

To infer, then, is the business of the Philosopher ; to prove, of 
the Advocate ; the former, from the great mass of known 
and admitted truths, wishes to elicit any valuable in^wtigator 
additional truth whatever, that has been hitherto unper- *° d^«»t«- 
ceived ; and perhaps, without knowing, with certainty, what will 
be the terms of his Conclusion. Thus the Mathematician, e. g, 
seeks to ascertain what is the ratio of circles to each other, or what 
is the line whose square will be equal to a given circle. The Advo- 
cate, on the other hand, has a Proposition put before him, which 

1 I mean, of eoane, when the word If an- 8 " Proring'* vaxy be compared to the act ot 

dentood to imply tomtt Inference. jmtting away any artkle into thei>roper iccep- 

3 ObserTe, that ** Claes** \b uied, here and tacle of goods of that description: *4nferriDg, ** 

•laewhcre, for either an actual, or what may to that of bringint mu the artiol« wh«n agtdad. 

b* called a potential, ChM: set Book I, $«. ^^ 
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he is to maintain at well aa he ean. His business, dtetefoie, is to 
find nUddle-terms (which is the itrntnUo of Cicero); the Philoso* 
pher's to combine and select known facts or principlesy suitably, 
tor gaining from them Concliuions which, thongh implied in the 
Premises, were before unperoeiyed : in other words, for making 
*' Logical Discoveries." 

It may be added that all questions may be oonmdered as finUing 
QnctHom under two classes ; viz. What shall be predieaied of a 
eoDeening certain Subject;" and, *' Which Coptda, afirmadve or 
sDderaeening negative, shall connect a certain Subject and Piedi- 
Copal.. cate." We inquire, in short, either 1st, " What is A?'* 

or 2d, ** Is A, B, or is it not ? " The former class of questions 
belongs to the Philosopher ; the latter to the Advocate. (See Jihei. 
Appendix G, p. 387.) 

The distinction between these two classes of questions is perhaps 
'best illustrated by reference to some case in which our decision of 
each of the questions involved in some assertion, is controverted, by 
different parties. £. G, Paul says, that the Apostles preached 
** Christ crucified; to the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks, 
foolishness : " that Jesus, who had suffered an ignominious death, 
was the Messiah, the Saviour of the World, was a doctrine opposed 
both by Jews and Gentiles : though on different grounds, according 
to their respective prejudices : tiie Jews who ** required a ^gn," 
(t. e. the coming of the Messiah in the clouds to establish a splendid 
temporal kingdom) were ''offended" — '' scandalized" -^^ at the 
doctrine of a suferinff Messiah ; the Greeks who ** sought after 
philosophical Wisdom" ( i, e. the mode of themtehte exalting their 
own nature, without any divine aid) ridiculed the idea of a Heavenly 
Saviour altogether ; which the Jews admitted. In logical language, 
the Gentiles could not comprehend the Predicate ; the Jews, denied 
the Copula. 

It may be added, that in modem phraseology, the operations of 
charws of Corresponding prejudices are denoted, respectively, by 
paradox and the words ** paradox " (a "stumbling-block") and 
DonseDse. ,, nousensc ; " ( " foolishness ; " ) which are often used, 

the one, by him who has been accustomed to hold an opposite 
opinion to what is asserted, the other, by him who has formed no 
opinion on the subject. The writer who proves an unwelcome 
truth, is censured as paradoxical ; he who brings to light truths 
unknown or unthxmght-of, as nonsensical. 

8 3. 

Such are the respective preparatory processes in these two 

branches of study, the philosophical, and the rhetorical. 

habits o/miDd They are widely different ; they arise from, and generate, 

eoDDoeted with yery different habits of mind ; and require a very 

different kind of training and precept. It is evident 
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that the business of the Advocate and that of the Judge, are, in 
this point, opposed ; the one being, to find arguments for the 
support of his client's cause ; the other, to ascertain tlie truth. And 
hence it is, that those who hare excelled the most in the former 
department, sometimes manifest a deficiency in the latter, though 
the su6fe€t-maUer, in which they are conversant, remains the same.' 
The Pleader, or Controversialist, or, in short, the Rhetorician in 
general, who is, in his own province, the most skillful, mav be 
but ill*fitted for philosophical-iavestigation, even where there is no 
6b9ervaiioti wanted : — when ihe &cts are all ready ascertained for 
him. And again, the ablest Philosopher may make an indifferent 
disputant; espetsially, since the arguments which have led him 
to the conclusion, and have, with him, the most weight, may not, 
perhaps, be the most powerful in controversy. 

The commoner fault, however, by far, is to for^t the Philosopher 
or Theologian, and to assume the Advocate, improperly. It is 
therefore of great use to dwell on the distinction between these two 
branches. As for the bare process of Reasoning, that is the same 
in both cases ; but the preparatory processes which are requisite, 
in order to employ Reasoning profitably, these, we see, branch off 
into two distinct chaainels. In each of these, undoubtedly, useful 
rules may be laid down; but they should not be conlbunded 
together; Bacon has chosen the department of Philosophy ; giving 
rules in his Organoid not only »>r the conduct of 
experiments to ascertain new facts, but also for the inqui^?****^ 
selection and combination of known &ot8 and principles, 
with a view of obtaining valuabde Inferences ; and it is probable 
that a system of such ruks is what some writers mean (if they have 
jMiy dktinct meaning) by their proposed " Logic. '^ 

in the other department, precepts have been given by Aristotle 
and other Rhetorical writers, as a part of Iheir plan.' 
How far these precepts are to be coneidered as belonging q^y^****"**^ 
to the present system^ — whether ^' Method " is to be 
regarded as a part of Logicy — whether the MaXtw of Logic («. e. 
genera maxin^, axioms, or common-places) is to be included in 
the system^ — whether Bacon's is properly to be reckoned a kind 
of Lo^c ; all these are merely verbal questions, relating to the 
extension, not of the Science, but of the name. The bare process 
oi Reasoning, ». e. deducing a Conclusion from Premises, must 
ever remain a distinct operation from the assumption of Premises ; 
however useful the rules may be that have been given, or may be 
given, for eondaoting this latter process, and othen connected with 
it; and however properly such rules may be subjoined to the 

1 I have attempled the same in Vrt I, of I rrer had made aaeh an ««Mrticm, 1 should 
SleiMnta of Rhetoric ; although, (through prohtibly hare been the lint perfton that ever 
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precepts of that system to which the name of Logic is applied in the 
narrowest sense. Such rules as I now allude to may be of eminent ! 
service ; but they must always be, as I have before observed, | 
comparatively vague and ||^neral, and incapable of being built up 
into a regular demonstrative theory like that of the Syllogism ; to! 
which theory they bear much the same relation as the principles; 
and rules of Poetical and Rhetorical criticism to those of Grammar ; 1 
or those of Practical Mechanics, to strict Geometry. I find no' 
fault with the extension of a Term ; but I would suggest a caution 
against confounding together, by means of a common name, things 
essentially diflferent ; and above all, I would deprecate the sophistry 
of striving to depreciate what is called "the school-Logic," by 
perpetually eanirasHnff it with systems with which it has nothing in 
common but the name, and whose object is essentially different. 

§4- 

It is remarkable that writers, whose expressions tend to confound 
Ariitoth'i together, by means of a common name, two branches 
OigMionMid of study which have nothing else in common (as if they 
^*^''''' were two different plans for attaining one and the same 

object, ) have themselves complained of one of the effects of this 
confusion, viz, the introduction, early in the career of Academical 
Education, of a course of Logie ; under which name, they observe, 
** men now^ universally comprehend the works of Locke, Bacon, 
d^c," which, (as is justly remarked) are unfit for beginners. Now 
this would not have happened, if men had always kept in mind the 
meaning or meanings of each name they used. 

And it may be added, that, however justly the word Logic may 
be thus extended, we have no ground for applying to the Aristo- 
telian Logic the remarks above quoted respecting the Baconian ; 
which the ambiguity of the word, if not carefully kept in view, 
might lead us to do. Grant that Bacon's work is a part of Logic ; 
it no more follows, fropi the unfitness of that for learners, that the 
Elements of the Theory of Reasoning should be withheld from them, 
than it follows that the elements of Euclid, and common Arithmetic, 
are unfit for boys, because Newton's Principia, which also bears the 
title of Mathematicalt is above their grasp. Of two branches of 
study which bear the same name, or even of two parts of the same 
branch, the one may be suitable to the commencement, the other to 
the close of the Academical career. 

At whatever period of that career it may be proper to introduce 
the study of such as are usually called Metaphysical writers, it may 
be safely asserted, that those who have had the most experience in 
the business of giving instruction in Logic properly so called, as 
well as in other branches of knowledge, prefer and generally pursue 

1 ». «. Id tlw leoteh «Bivw4«iM. . 
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the plan of letting their pupils enier on that study> next in order 
after the Elements of Mathematics. 



Chap. IV.— Of Verbal and Real QuesHnns. 

§1. 

The ingenious author of the Philosophy of Rhetoric, and other 
writers, having maintained, or rather assumed, that Logic is appli- 
cable to Verbal controversj alone, there may be an advantage 
(though it has been mj aim throughout to show the application of 
it to all Reasoning) in pointing out the difference between Verbal 
and Real Questions, and the probable origin of Campbeirs mistake. 
For to trace any error to its source, will often throw more light on 
the subject in hand than can be obtained if we rest satisfied with 
merely detecting and refuting it. 

Every Question that can arise, is in is^t a Question whether a 
certain Predicate is or is not applicable to a certain Subject, or, what 
Predicate is applicable ;* and whatever other account may be given 
by any writer, of the nature of any matter of doubt or debate, will 
be found ultimately to resolve itself into this. But sometimes the 
Question turns on the meanins^ and extent of the terms employed ; 
sometimes on the things signified by them. If it be 
made to appear, therefore, that the opposite sides of a twera^a'^^rbai 
certain Question may be held by persons not differing "iJJ,„"^ 
in their opinion of the matter in hand, then, that question 
may be pronounced Verbal ; as depending on the different senses 
in which they respectively employ the terms. If, on the contrary^ 
it appears that they employ the Terms in the same sense, but still 
differ as to the application of one of them to the other, then it may 
be pronounced that the Question is real ; — that they differ as to the 
opinions they hold of the things in Question. 

If, for instance, (to recur to an example formerly given. Book 
III. §10.) two persons contend whether Augustus deserved to be 
called a '* great man," then, if it appeared that the one included, 
under the term ** great," disinterested patriotism, and on that ground 
excluded Augustus from the class, as wanting in that quality ; and 
that the other also gave him no credit for that quality, but under- 
stood no more by the term " great," than high intellectual qualities, 
energy of character, and brilliant actions, it would follow that the 
parties did not differ in opinion except as to the use of a Term, and 
that the Question was Verbal. 

If, again, it appeared that the one did give Augustus credit for 
such patriotism as the other denied him> both of them including 

18MClia|^III.(8. 
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that idea in the term great, then, the Question would be real. 
Either kind of Question, it is plain, is to be argued according to 
Logical principles ; but the nUddle-terms employed toould be different ; 
and for this reason, among others, it is important to distinguish 
Verbal from Real controversy. In the former case, e, g, it might 
be urged (with truth) that the common use of the expression 
"great and good" proves that the idea of good is not implied in 
the ordinary sense of the word fi;reat ; an argument which could 
have, of course, no place in deciding the other Question.* 

§2- 
It 18 by no means to be supposed that all Verbal Questions ate 
y«riMiiQiMt- trifling and frivolous. It is often of the highest impor- 
tion* misukMi tance to settle correctly the meaning of a word, either 
for Real. according to ordinary use, or according to the meaning of 

any particular writer or class of men. But when Verbal Questions 
are mistaken for Beid, much confusion of thought and unprofitable 
wrangling, — what is usually designated as Logomachy — wiH be 
^^ generally the result Nor is it always so easy and 

Log^niMhy. ^yg^pj^ ^ ^^^^ ^^ uiigfai at first sight appeu*, to distin- 
guish them from each other. For, several objects to which one 
common name is applied, will often have many points of difference ; 
and yet that name may perhaps be applied to them all [univocally] 
in the same sense, and may be fairly regarded as the Genus they 
come under, if it appear that they all i^j^ree in what is de^gnaited 
by that name, and that the difference between them are in points 
not essential to the character of that £;enus. A cow and a horse 
differ in many respects, but agree in all that is implied by the term 
** quadruped,'' which is therefore applicable to both in the same 
sense.^ So also the houses of the ancients differed in many respects 
from ours, and their ships still more ; yet no one would contend 
that the terms "house "and ^'ship," as applied to both, are am- 
biguous, or that o»«<K might not fairly be rendered Aomm, and Mvf 
9h%p; because the essential characteristic of a house is, not its being 
of tills or that fbnn or materials, but its being a dwelling for men; 
these therefore would be called two deferent kinds of houses ; and 
consequentiy the term *' house " would be applied to each, without 
any equivocation, [univocally] in the same sense ; and ao in the 
other instances. 

On the other hand, two or more things may bear the same name, 
and may also have a resemblance in many points, nay, and may 

1 See nook in, the tatter part of ) 10. if k «ftenr»rd« oome oat that it tras GmiMhi, 

2 Yet the charge of «quiTOe«tion U eome- he perhaps c<naplaiiu of the writer for mi*, 
times UDJatftly brought .againsc a writer in leading him by not expressly mentioning th« 
consequence of a gratuitous assumption of Species ; saying. *' I eould not know th»t b« 



our own An Eastern writer, c. g. may be mvant Camels." lie did fUft mean Camels io 

speaking of '^beasts of burden;" and the particular ; he mea 

reader may eh*iice to have the idea occur to burden : " and Ca 

his mind of Horses and Mules : he thence Horses and Mules, 

takes for graated that these were msMtt ; 4a4 your jupposlcioas. 
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from that resemblaiK^ hare oome to beAt th^ same ifame, and yet 
if the circumstance which is essential to each be wanting in tlie 
other, the term may be pronounced ambiguous. E, G. The word 
** Plantain" is the name of a common herb in Europe, and of an 
Indian fruit-tree: both are vegetables ; yet the term is ambiguous, 
because it does not denote them so far forth as they agree. 

Again, the word "Priest" is applied to the Ministers of the 
Jewish and of the Pagan religions, and also to those of the Chris- 
tian ; and doubtless the term has been so transferred in consequence 
of their being both ministers (in some sort) of religion.' Nor 
would every difference that might be found between the Priests of 
different religions constitute the term ambiguous, provided such 
differences were non-essential to the idea suggested by the word 
Priest ; as «. g, the Jewish Priest served the true God, and the 
Pagan, false Gods ; this is a most important difference, but does 
not constitute the term ambiguous, because neither of these cir- 
cumstances is implied and suggested by the term I«pst>j; which 
accordingly was applied both to Jewish and Pagan Priests. But 
the term Upivs does seem to have implied the office of offering 
sacrifice, — -atoning for the sins of the people — and acting as 
mediator between Man and the object of his worship. And accord- 
ingly that term is never applied to any one under the Christian 
system, except to the ONE great Mediator. The Christian minis- 
ters not having that office which was implied as essential in the 
term Itpevip, [sacerdos] were never called by that name, but by 
that of ftpttfpvrspoq,^ It may be concluded, thei^fore, that the term 
Priest is ambiguous, as corresponding to the terms lepevj and 
Kp«fl'/3vr«poj respectively, notwithstanding that there are points in 
which these two agree! These therefore should be reckoned, not 
two different kinds of Priests, but Priests in two different senses ; 
since (to adopt the phraseology of Aristotle) the definition of them, 
80 far forth as they are Priests, would be different. 

A "real" question again is liable to be mistaken for a " verbal," 
when different persons who are in fact using a term in r^^i q^^^ 
the same sense, are supposed to be using it m different «<>«< "!*'*''•** 
senses ; sometimes, from its being erroneoiisly taken for 
granted that what commonly belongs to the thing spoken of mtist be 
implied in the common acceptation of the name of that thing : •— as 
e. g. if any one should conelude, from tlie ordinary kinds of wood 
being lighter than water, that the ordinary sense of the term " wood" 
implies floating in water : sometimes again, from its being rashly 
inferred from two persons having a difference of opinion respecting 
some thing f that they each denote that opinion in their use respect- 
ively, of the term which expresses that thing: as e. g, if two 

1 See DiseonrM on the ^* ChristUin Priesthood," appended to the Bonpton Lecturet. 

2 From which oar word Prient is derired, bat which (it ia remarkable) fti neyer tranilated 
«* Prii«t'» In o«r wtrion of the Seripturei, bat '* Elder.'' 
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persons diflferfaig in opinion as to the question of episcopacy, should 
be considered as differing in their use of the word ** Episcopalian," 
and implying by it, the one a riffht and the other a tpron^ form of 
Church-government ; whereas the word itself does not express or 
imply [connote] either the one or the other, but simply ** an adhe- 
rent to an episcopal form of government." They both mean the 
same thing ; their difference of opinion being, whether that thing 
be right or wrong. 

And most especially is ambiguity likely to be erroneously attri- 
DHfeient buted to somc term, when difierent persons who employ 
Appiicationa it in reality in the same sense, are accustomed to apply 
ootim^j^^ it differently, according to circumstances, and thus to 
•mbigttity. associoie it habitually in their minds with different 
tilings. E, G. "Patriotism" is applied by each in reference to 
his oum country ; but the word itself has the same signification with 
each ; just as the word " Father ; " though it is likely to recall to 
the mind of each a different individual. So also the term " true 
believer," which is applied by Mahometans to a believer in the 
Koran, would be considered by Christians as more applicable to a 
believer in the Gospel ; but it would not be correct to say that " the 
one party means by this term, so and so, and the other, something 
different ; " for they do not attach different senses to the word " true," 
or to the word " believe ; " they differ only in their persuasions of 
what is true, and ouffht to be believed. 

I have noticed some instances of the above kinds of mistake in 
the Appendix to the third Series of Essays ; and also in the Intro- 
duction to "Political Economy," from which I will here cite a 
passage : 

" In speaking of exchanges, I did not mean to limit myself to 
voluntary exchanges ; — those in which the whole transaction takes 
place with the full consent of both parties to all the terms of it. 
Most exchanges, indeed, are of this character ; but the case of taxa- 
tion, — the revenue levied from the subject in return for the 
protection afforded by the sovereign, constitutes a remarkable 
exception ; the payment being compulsory, and not adjusted by 
agreement with the payer. Still, whether in any case it bo /airly 
and reasonably adjusted, or the contrary, it is not the less an 
exchange. And it is worth remarking, that it is just so far forth as 
it is an exchange, — so far forth as protection, whether adequate or 
not, is afforded in exchange for this payment, that the payment 
itself comes under the cognizance of this science. There is nothing 
else that distinguishes taxation from avowed robbery, 

" Though the generality of exchanges are voluntary, this cir- 
cumstance is not essential to an exchange : since otherwise the 
very expression * voluntary exchange,' would be tautological and 
improper. But it is a common logical error to suppose that 
what usually belongs to the thir^, is implied by the usual sense of 
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tli6 w(»rd. Althougli most noblemen possess large estates, the 
word ' nobleman' does not imply the possession of a large estate. 
Although most birds can fly, the ordinary sense of the term ' bird' 
does not imply this ; since the penguin and the ostrich are always 
admitted to be birds. And though, in a great majority of cases, 
wealth is acquired by labor, the ordinary use of the word * wealth' 
does not include this circumstance, since every one would call a 
pearl an article of wealth, even though a man should chance to meet 
with it in eating an oyster." 

It is evidently of much iniportance to keep in mind the abov« 
distinctions, in order t» av<ud, on the one hand, stigmatizing, as 
Verbal controversies, wliat in reality are not such, merely because 
the Question turns (as every question must) on the applicability of 
a certain Predicate to a certain Subject ; or, on the other hand, fall- 
ing into the opposite error of mistaking words for things, and 
judging of men*s agreement or disagreement in opinion in every 
case, merely from their ajgreement or disagreanent in the terms 
employed, r: 



Chap. V.— Of EeaiUm. 

Nothing has a greater tendency to lead to the mistake just 
noticed, and thus to produce undetected Verbal Questions and fruit- 
less Logomachy, than the prevalence of the notion of the Realists, 
that Genus and Species are some real Things, existing indepen- 
dently of our conceptions and expressions ; and that, as m the case 
of Singular-terms, there is some real individual corresponding to 
eacli, so, in Common -terms also, there is some Thing corresponding 
to each ; which is the object of our thoughts when we employ any 
such term.' 

There is one circumstance which ought to be noticed, as having 
probably contributed not a little to foster this error : I Technical senra 
mean, the peculiar technical sense of the word *' Spe- JJpited'lJ'^o^ 
cies" when applied to organized Beings, ganiied Beings. 

It has been laid down in the course of this work, that when 

lit u well known what a farions oontxo- i»«A»^ir^i(TflTo» *mi «xij9lf irTir, In t&Ii 

Tsny long existed in all the uniTeraities of ti vm^mUn' Siroftof yip %ml tf mfiSftS tl 

Bnrope between the eects of the Bealists and inxovffw itrrtv, 'Etrt SitSp ttvTiamp evnfir. 

Nominalists; the heat of which was allayed «AIN£TAI ftU ift«it»f t« <r%i|At«Ti rifr sr^ao-. 

by the Reformation, which withdrew men's ny«pi»T toI'i n a-nftuiviMv^ (friiv t'ttrn, tpifmwFf 

attention to a more important question. Ji Cfiov OT MHN TE AAHOEZ- kKK» f^iKkop 

2 A doctrine commonly, but fUsely attrib. noiON Ti vmumivBt. x. r. k, Aristotle, Oatea, 

oted to Aristotle, who ezpreesly contradicts it. 33. See Appendix, Art. "Same." There Is 

He^ealls indiridnals "primary substances'* howerer a continual danger of sliding into 

/ir^«T«i evriMi); Oenus and Species "secon- Realism inadvertently y unless one is continn- 

dacy," as not denoting (t U. n) a » reidly-ex- ally on the watch against it : of which AristoUe 

isting thing.'' Umo-m i\ ev(ri« ^omi tis% rt as well as many other writers not deliberately 

wnpml9$t9. 'liri AiW o«» TA« kf ii^«* •iriAv hoUSng the doctrine, ftaroish instances. 
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sereral ladiTidoals are observed to resemble each other in some 
point, a common name may be assigned to them indicating [imply- 
ing, or ** connoting"*] that point, — applying to all or any of them 
so fiiT forth as respects that common attribute, — and distinguishing 
them from all others; as, e. g, the several individual buildings, which, 
however diffsrent in other respects, agree in being constructed for 
men's dwellings are called by the conmion name of " House : " and 
it was added, that as we select at pleasure the circumstance that we 
choose to abstract, we may thus refer the same Individual to any one 
of several different Species, and again, the same Species, to one Genus 
or to another, according as it suits our purpose ; whence it seems 
plainly to follow that G^nus and ^)ecies are no ttal things existing 
independent of our thoughts, but are creatures of our own minds. 
Yet in the case of Species of organized Beings, it seems at first 
sight as if this rule did not hold good ; but that &e Species to which 
each individual belongs, could not be in any degree arbitrarily 
fixed by us, but some&iing must be real, unalterable, and indepen- 
dent of our thoughts. Cssar or Socrates, for instance, it may be 
said, must belong — different as they may be — to the Species Man, 
and can belong to no other ; and the like, with any individual Brute, 
or Plant : e. g. & homed and a hornless sheep every naturalist would 
regard as belonging to the same Species. 

On the other hand, if any one utters such a proposition as " this 
apple-tree is a codlin ; " — ** this dog is a spaniel ; " — " Ar^us was 
a mastiff," to what head of Predicables would such a Predicate be 
referred? Surely our logical principles would lead us to answer, 
that it is the Species ; since it could hardly be called an Accident, 
and is manifestly no other Predicable. And yet every Naturalist 
would at once pronounce that Mastiff is no distinct Species, but 
only a variety of the Species Dog. This, however, does not satisfy 
our inquiry as to the head of Predicables to which it is to be 
referred. It should seem at first si^ht as if one needed, in the case 
of organized Beings, an additional head of predicables to be called 
"Vanety"or "Bace." 

The solution of the difiiculty is to be found in the consideration 
of the peculiar technical sense [or " second intention "] of the 

word " Species " when applied to organized Beings : 
tin^isSd by in which case it is always applied (when we are 
Soxn"wriety. Speaking strictly, as naturalists) to such individuals as 

are supposed to be descended from a common stock, or 
which might have so descended ; viz, which resemble one another 
(to use M. Cuvier's expression) as much as those of the same stock 

do. Now this being a point on which all (not merely 
otu^mnd Naturalists) aie agreed, and since it is a/oc^, (whether 
JgJJ^JJjJ^ an ascertained fact or not) that certain individuals are, 

or are not, thus connected, it follows, that every quesiioii 

ISM Book U.OIiap.v,(L 
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whether a certain indiyidual Animal or Plant belongs to a certain 
Species or not, is a question not of mere wmmffemtnit^ but of fact. 
But in the case of questions respecting Oenua, it is otherwise. If, 
e. g, two Naturalists differed, in the one placing (as Linnaeus^ all 
the Species of Bee under one Gknua, which the other subdivided 
(as late writers have done) into several genera, it would be evident 
that there was no question of fact debated between them, and that 
it was only to be considered which was the more convenient arrange" 
mevU, If, on the other hand, it were disputed whether the African 
and the Asiatic Elephant are distinct Species, or merely Varieties, 
it would be equally manifest that the question is one of &ct ; since 
both would allow that if they are descended (or might have 
descended) from the same stock, they are of the same Species ; and 
if otherwise, of two: this is the foct, which they endeavor to 
ascertain, by such indications as are to be found. 

For it is to be further observed, that this fact being one which 
can seldom be directly known, the coi»equence is, that the marks 
by which any Species of Animal or Plant is knovm, are not the 
rery Diferentia which constitutes that Species. Now, in the case 
of unorganized Beings, these two coincide ; the marks ^^^^ ^ty 
by which a Diamond, e. g, is distinguished from other wfaichaSfMeiet 
minerals, being the v«ry Differentia that constitutes the ai^tys the^* 
Species Diamond. And the same is the case in the ^"Ma^- 
Oenera even of organized Bein^: the Linneean Qenus "felis,'* 
«. g, (when considered as a Species, i. e. as falling undier some more 
comprehensive Class) is distinguished from others under the same 
Order, by those very marks which constitute its Differentia. But 
in the "Infimse Species" (according to the view of a Naturalist) 
of plants and animals, this, as has been said, is not the case ; since 
here the Differentia which constitutes each Species includes in it a 
circumstance which cannot often be directly ascertained (viz. the 
being sprung from the same stock), but which we conjecture, from 
certain circumstances of resemblance ; so that the marks by which 
a Species is known, are not in truth the whole of the Differentia 
itself, but indications of the existesice of that Differentia ; viz. 
indications of descent from a common stock. 

There are a few, and but a few, other Species to which the same 
observations will in a great d^rree apply : I mean in Which the 
Differentia which constitutes the Species, and the mark by which 
the Species is known, are not the same: e. g. '^Muwler:" the 
Differentia of which is that it be committed ''with malice 
aforethought ; '' this cannot be directly ascertained ; and therefore 
we distinguish murder from any other homicide by circumstances of 
preparation, <fec., which are not in reality the Differentia, but 
indications of the Differentia ; i. e, grounds for concluding that the 
siaKce did exist. 

Hence it is that Species, in the case of organised Beings» and &lso 
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in a few other oases, have the appearanoe of being some real things, 
independent ot oar thoughts and language. And hence, naturally 
enough, the same notions have been often extended to the Gknera 
also, and to Species of other Mngs : so that men have a notion that 
each indiyidual of every description trvly belongs to some one 
Species and no other : and each Species, in like manner, to some 
one Genus ; whether we happen to be right or not in the ones to 
which we refer them. 

Few, if any indeed, in the present day avow and maintain this 
doctrine : but those who are not especially on their guard, are 
perpetuaAy sliding into it unwares. 

liothing so much conduces to the error of Realism as the 

AmbLniHv ^^•'^s^®"^^ •^^ sccoudary use of the words " same,'" 

of the SoS " one and the same," " identical," <fec. when it is not 

"Se " *c clearly perceived and carefully borne in mind, that they 

' are employed in a secondary sense, and that, more 

frequently «ven than in the primary. 

Suppose e, g. a thousand persons are thinking of the Sun : it is 
evident it is one and the same individual object on which all these 
minds are employed. So far all is clear. But suppose all these 
persons are thmlang of a Triangle : — not any individual triangle, 
out Triangle in general; — and considering, perhaps, the equality 
of its angles to two right angles : it would seem as if, in this case 
also, their minds were all employed on " one and the same " object : 
and this object of their thoughts, it may be said, cannot be the 
mere word Triangle, but that which is meant by it : nor again, can 
it be every thing that the word will apply to : for they are not 
thinking of triangles, but of one thing. Those who do not maintain 
that thb " one thing " has an existence independent of the human 
mind, are, in general content to tell us, by way of explanation, that 
the object of their thoughts is the abstract ** idea " of a triangle ;* 
an explanation which satisfies, or at least silences many ; though it 
may be doubted whether they very clearly understand what sort of 
a thing an ** idea " is ; which may thus exist in a thousand different 
minds at once, and yet be ** one and the same." 

The fact isrHEhdt "unity" and "sameness" are in such cases 
employed, not in their primary sense, but to denote perfect sinU- 
larity. When we say that ten thousand different persons have all 
"one and the same'' Idea in their minds, or, are all of "one and 
the same" Opinion, we mean no more than that tkey are all thinking 
exactly alike. When we say that they are all in the " same" posture, 
we mean that they are ^plajced alike : and so also they are said all 
to have the " same" disease, when they are all diseased alike. 

One instance of the confusion of thought and endless logomachy 

1 Sm Appendix, No. I, Art. '' Same." it emu be eaUed an explaaatSoB); to wbleli 

% Ctme^ueUUtt ia a name sometimes ap> claM Locke Is ifforred. 
9Ued to tboee who adopt this explanation (if 
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which may spring from inattention to this ambiguity Logomachy 
of the words ** same/' <fec., is afforded by the contro- "?"*'*°^. ^^ 
versy arising out of a sermon of Dr. King (Archbishop " *°* *^" ^* 
of Dublin), published about a century ago. He remarked (without 
expressing hunself perhaps with so much guarded precision as the 
vehemence of his opponents rendered needful) that ** the attributes 
of the Deity (viz. Wisdom, Justice, <kc.) are not to be regarded as 
the same with those human qualities which bear the same names, 
but are called so by resemblance and analogy only." For this he 
was decried by Bishop Berkeley and a host of other objectors, down 
to the present time, as an Atheist, or little better. ** If the divine 
attributes," they urged, **are not precisely the same in kind (though 
superior in degree) with the human qualities which bear the same 
name, we cannot imitate the Deity as the Scriptures require ; — we 
cannot know on what principles we shall be judged : — we cannot 
be sure that God exists at all ; " with a great deal more to the same 
purpose ; all of which would have been perceived to be perfectly 
idle, had the authors but recollected to ascertain the meaning of the 
principal word employed. 

For, 1st, when any two persons Tor other objects) are said to 
have the ** sa9ie** quality, accident, ofc, what we predicate of them 
is evidently a certain resemMance, and nothing else. 
One man «.^. does not feel another* s sickness ; but they consistiS^^ 
are said to have the "same" disease, (not in the sense ^^SuSSa 
in which two men may be killed by the same cannon- 
ball, but) if they are precisely similar in respect to their ailments : 
and so also they are said to have the same complexion, if the hue 
and texture of their skins be alike. 2dly, Such qualities as are 
entirely relative, which consist in the relation borne by the subject 
to certain other things, — in these, it is manifest, the only resem- 
blance that can exist, is, resemblance of relations, i. e, ANALOGY. 
Courage, e, g, consists in the relation in which one stands* toward 
dangers ; Temperance or Intemperance — towards bodily pleasures, 
<fec. When it is said, therefore, of two courageous men, that they 
have both the same quality, the only meaning this expression can 
have, is, that they are, so far, completely anedagous in their char- 
acters ; — having similar ratios to certain similar objects. In short, 
as in all qualities, sameness can mean only strict resemblance, so, in 
those which are of a relative nature, resemblance can mean only 
analogy. Thus it appears, that what Dr. King has been so vehe- 
mently censured for asserting respecting the Deity, is literally true 
even with respect to men themselves ; viz. that it is only by Analogy 
that two persons can be said to possess the same virtue, or other 
such quality. 3dly, But what he means, is, plainly, that this 
analogy is far less exact and complete in the case of a comparison 



216 BLBIIXHT8 OV LOOIO. 



[Book IV. 



between the Deity and his creatares than between one man and 
another ; which surely no one would venture to deny. But the 
doctrine against which the attacks have been directed, is self trident, 
the moment we consider the meaning of the term employed.^ 

In the Introduction and Notes to the last edition of Archbishop 
King's Discourse, I have considered the matters in debate more 
fully ; but this slight notice of them has been introduced in this 
place, as closely c<mneeted with the present subject 

§2. 

The origin of this secondary sense of the words, " same," "one," 
Orisinofths "identical," d^c, (an attention to which would clear 
jmbiguity of away an incalculable mass of confused Reasoning and 
■MBe, » ae. Logomachy, ) is easily to be traced to the use of Lan- 
guage and of other signs, for the purposes of reasoning and of 
mutual communication. If any one utters the " one single" word 
"triangle," and gives "one single" definition of it, each of the 
persons who hears him forms a certain notion in his own mind, not 
differing in any respect from that of each of the rest. They are 
said therefore to have all " one and the same" notion, because, 
resulting from, and corresponding with, (that which is, in the pri- 
^ .^ •. . ^ .1 'said to 




jlicable 

to each.' In like manner, all the coins struck by the same single 
die, are said to have " one and the same" impression, merely because 
the (numerically) " one" description which suits one of these coins 
will equally suit any other that is exactly like it. The expression 
accordmgly which has only of late begun to prevail, " such and 
such things are of the same description,** is perhaps the most philo- 
sophical that can be employed. 

It is not intended to recommend the disuse of the words " same," 
" identical," <feo.,in this transferred sense ; which, if it were desira- 
ble, would be utterly impi*acticable ; but merely, a steady attention 
to the ambiguity thus introduced, and watchfulness against the 
errors thence arising. " It is with words as with money. Those 
who know the value of it best are not therefore the least liberal. 
We may lend readily and largely ; and though this be done quietly 
and without ostentation, there is no harm in keeping an exact account 
in our private memorandum-book of the sums, the persons, and the 
occasions on which they were lent. It may be, we shall want them 
again for our own use ; or they may be employed by the borrower 
for a wrong purpose ; or they may have been so long in his pos- 
session that he be^ns to look upon them as his own. In either of 
which cases it is allowable, and even right, to call them in."' 

1 8«e Dr. Copleston's ezoeUent Analysb and Dtfenoe of Archbishop Kiag'f prineiptot, in the 
Votot to Us ** foor Difooanes.!' 

a *< Logic Vindicated » Ozlbrd, 1800. 



Chap. V, fa.] ON THE PROVINCE OF REASONING. '217 

The difficulties and perplexities which have involved the 
questions respecting personal-identity, among others, may be traced 
principally to the neglect of this caution. I mean that many 
writers have sought an explanation of the primary sense of identity 
(viz, personal) by looking to the secondary. Any grown man, e.g. 
is, in the primary sense the same person he was when a child : this 
sameness is, I conceive, a simple notion, which it is vain to attempt 
explaining by any other more simple ; but when philosophers seek to 
^m a clearer notion of it by looking to the cases in which sameness 
IS predicated in another sense, viz. similarity, such as exist between 
several individuals denoted by a common name, (as when we say 
that there are growing on Lebanon some of the same trees with 
which the Temple was built ; meaning, cedars of that species^ this 
is surely as idle if we were to attempt explaining the primary 
sense, e, g, of ''rage " as it exists in the human mind, by directing 
our attention to the " rage " of the sea. Whatever personal identity 
does consist in, it is plain that it has no necessary connection with 
similarly ; since every one would be ready to say, " When I WAS ^ 
a child I thought as a child, — I spake as a child, — I understood ^ 
as a child ; but when I became a man, I put away childish things." 

But a full consideration of this question would be unsuitable to 
the subject of the present work. 

19 
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ON CERTAIN TBRMS WmCH ABB FBCI7]:.IABLT UABLB TO BB 
USED AMBIQUOUSLT. 

Liar OF WORDS EXPLAINED IN THE FOLLOWING APPENDIX. 

L Arsnment. 
il. Authority. 

Can. — St$ M4y. Hiut. 
Capable. — See Powl- 
ble, IiiipoMibleit 
Neoeisary. 
liLCaM. 

Gwu^'** ^< Bfatftfij 
Why. 
Ir. Certain. 
T. Chureh. 
▼1. Sleetion. 
▼iLSxpw^ 
^iL Sxperlenoe. 

VhlMhood. — iBM nrailk 
^. €k>d. 
X. Gospel. 

Hence.-*- See Beawn, 
Why. 

It lxa9 appeared to me desirable to illustrate the importance of 
attending to the ambiguitjr of terms, by a greater number of 
instances than could have been conveniently either inserted in the 
context or introduced in a note, without too much interrupting the 
course of the dissertation on Fallacies. 

I have purposely selected instances from various subjects, and 
some, from^ the most important ; being convinced that the disregard 
and contempt with which logical studies are usually treated, may 
be tracedf iu part, to a notion, that the science is incapable of useful 
application to any matters of real importance, and is merely calcu- 
lated to afford an exercise of ingenuity on insignificant truisms ; — 
syllogisms to prove that a horse is an animal, and distinctions of the 
different senses of '* canis" or of ** gallus ; " — a mistake which is 
likely to derive some countenance (however unfEiirly) from the 
exdtmve employment of such trifling exemplifications. 

The words and phrases which may be employed as ambiguous 
Middle-terms are of course innumerable ; but it may be, in several 
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respects, of serrice to the learner, to explain the ambiguitj of a few 
of those most frequently occurring in the most important discus- 
sions, and whose double meaning has been the most frequently 
overlooked ; and this, not by entering into an examination of all the 
senses in which each term is ever employed, but of those only 
which are the most liable to be confounded together. 

It is worth observing, that the words whose ambiguity is the 
most frequently overlooked, and is productive of the greatest 
amount of confusion of thought and uillacy, are among the com- 
monest, and are those of whose meaning the generality consider 
there is the least room to doubt. ^ It is indeed from those very 
circumstances that the danger arises ; words in very common use 
are both the most liable, from the looseness of ordinaiy discourse, 
to slide from one sense into another, and also the least likely to have 
that ambiguity suspected. Fandliar acquaintance is pei-petually 
mistaken for accurate hruyidedge? 

It may be necessary here to remark, that inaccuracy not unfre- 
quently occurs in the employment of the very phrase, <' such an 
author uses such a word in this, or that sense," or " means so and 
so, by this word." We should not use these expressions (as some 
have inadvertently done) in reference, necessarily, to the notion 
which may exist, in the autIior*s mind, of the object in question ; — 
his belief or opinion respecting the thing he is speaking of; — for 
the notion conveyed to others by the word, may often (even accord- 
ing to the writer's own expectation) fall short of this. He may be 
convinced, e. g, that ** the moon has no atmosphere," or that " the 
Spartans were brave ;" but he cannot suppose that the terms 
'*moon," or "Spartan" imply [connote] any such thing.' Nor 
again, should we regard the sense in which they understand him, as 
necessarily his sense, (though it is theirs) of the word employed; 
since they may mistake his meaning^ : but we must consider what 
sense it is likely he expected and intended to convey, to those to 
whom he addressed himself. And a judicious writer will always 
expect each word to be understood, as nearly as the context will 
allow, in the sense, or in one of the senses, which use has established; 
except so far as he may have given some dififerent explanation. 
But there are many who, from various causes, frequently fail of 
conveying the sense they design. And it may be added, that there 
are, it is to be feared, some persons in these days who design to 
convey dififerent senses by the same expression, to dififerent men ; 
— to the ordinary reader, and to the initiated ; — reserving to them- 
selves a back-door for evasion when charged with any false teach- 
ing, by pleading that they have been misunderstood " in consequence 
of the reader's not bejng aware of the peculiar sense fn which they 
use words ! " 

1 869 Book in, $ 10. 8 Sat Mote to laat BMay, 3d Sectoi; and abo 

« 8m Pol. Beon. Leet. IX. Book IV, Ch. IV, ^ 8. 
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It is but fair perhaps to add this warning to my readers ; that one 
who takes pains to ascertain and explain the sense of the words 
employed in any discussion, whatever care he may use to show that 
what he is inquiring after, is the received sense, is yet almost sure 
to be charged, by the inaccurate and the sophistical, with attempt- 
ing to introduce some new sense of the words in question, in order 
to serve a purpose. 

i. ARGUMENT, in the strict logical sense, has been defined in 
the foregoing treatise ; (Compendium, Book II, Ch. Ill, § 1 :) in 
that sense it includes (as is there remarked) the Conclusion as well 
as the Premises : and thus it is, that we say a Syllogism consists of 
three propositions ; viz. the Conclusion which is proved, as well as 
those by which it is proved. Argumentum is also used by many 
logical writers to denote the middle term. 

But in ordinary discourse. Argument is very often used for the 
Premises alone, in contradistinction to the Conclusion ; e, g. ** the 
Conclusion which this Argument is intended to establish is so and 
so." 

It is also sometimes employed to denote what is, strictly speaking, 
a course or series of such arguments ; when a certain Conclusion is 
established by Premises, which are themselves, in the same 
dissertation, proved by other propositions, and perhaps those 
again, by others ; the whole of this dissertation is often called an 
Argument to prove the ultimate conclusion designed to be estab- 
lished ; though in fstct it is a train of Arguments. It is in this 
sense, e, g. that we speak of ** Warburton's Argument to prove the 
divine legation of Moses," <&c. 

Sometimes also the word is used to denote what may be properly 
called a Disputation; i. e. two trains of Argument, opposed to each 
other : as when we say that A and B had a long Argument on such 
and such a subject ; and that A had the best of the Argument. 
Doubtless the use of the word in this sense has contributed to foster 
the notion entertained by many, that Logic is the *' art of wran- 
gling," that it makes men contentious, &c.: they have heard that 
it is employed about Arguments ; and hastily conclude that it is 
confined to cases where there is opposition arid contest. 

It may be worth mentioning in this place, that the various forms 
of stating an Argument are sometimes spoken of as different kinds 
of Argument : as when we speak of a Categorical or Hypothetical 
Argument, or of one in the first or some other figure ; though 
every logician knows that the same individual Argument may be 
stated in various figures, &c. 

This, no doubt, has contributed to the error of those who speak of 
the Syllogism as a peculiar kind of Argument ; and of *' Syllogistic 
Reasoning," as a distinct mode of Reasoning, instead of being only 
A certain /orwi of expressing any argument, 
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For an account ot Uie d^ereni kinds of arffvmeiii, properljr so 
called, the reader is referred to the " Elements of Rhetoric/' 

ii. AUTHORITY. — This word is sometimes employed in its 
primary sense, when we refer to any one's example, testimony, or 
judgment : as when, e, g, we speak of correcting a reading in some 
book, on the Authority of an ancient MS. — giving a statement of 
some &ct, on the Authority of such and such historians, Ac. 

In this sense the word answers pretty nearly to the Latin 
*' Auctoritas." It is a claim to deferevhce. 

Sometimes again it is employed as equivalent to "Potestas," 
Power : as when we speak of the Authority of a Magistrate, Ac. 
This is a claim to obedience. It is in the former sense that it is used 
in our 20th Article ; which speaks of the Church haying power to 
decree rites and ceremonies, and ** authority *' in controyersies of 
Faith. 

Many instances maybe found in which writers haye unconsciously 
slid from one sense of the word to another, so as to blend confusedly 
in their minds the two ideas. In no case perhaps has this more 
frequently happened than when we are speaking of the Authority 
of the Church : in which the ambiguity of the ktter word (see the 
Article Church) comes in aid of that of the former. The Authority 
(in the primary sense) of the Catholic, t. e. Uniyersal Church, at 
any particular period, is often appealed to, in support of this or that 
doctrine or practice : and it is, justly, supposed that the opinion of 
the great mass of the Christian World affords a presumption (though 
only a presumption) in fayor of the correctness of any interpretation 
of Scripture, or the expediency, at the time, of any ceremony, 
regulation, <&c. 

^ut it is to be observed that the " authority,** in this sense, of 
any Church or other Community, is not that of the Body, as such, 
but of the individuals composing it. The presumption raised is to 
be measured by the numbers, knowledge, judgment, and honesty 
of those indiyiduals, considered as individual persons, and not in 
their corporate capacity. 

On the other hand, each particular Church has Authority in the 
other sense, viz. Power, over its own members, (as long as they 
choose to remain members) to enforce anything not contrary to 
God's word.* But the Catholic or Umversal Church, not being one 
religious Community on earth, can haye no " authority " in the 
sense of Power; since it is notorious there never was a time 
when the power of the Pope, of a Council, or of any other human 
Goyemors, over all Christians, was in fact admitted, whateyer 
arguments may be urged to prove its claim to be admitted. 

Authority again in the sense of Auctoritas (claim to deference) 
may have every degree of weight, from absolute infidlibility, (sucn 

1 Sec iBsaj on th« nangcn to Chxistiaii lUth, fce.,Note A. 
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ns, in religious matters. Christians attribute to the Scriptures^ down 
to the faintest presumption. On the other hand, "authority" in 
the sense of ''legitimate power** does not admit of degrees. One 
person mav indeed possess a greater extent of power than another : 
but in each particular instance, he either has a rightful claim to 
obedience or he has none. See Hawkins on Tradition. Hinds's 
Bistory of the Early Progress of Christianity, Vol. II, p. 99. 
Hinds on Inspiration, Errors of Romanism, Chap. lY. Essay 
on the Omission of Creeds, <tc»,in the New Testament, And Essay 
II, on the Kingdom of Christ. 

CAIS. — See "May," "Must^" 

CAPABLE. — See "Possdbub," " Impossdblb," and "Nkces- 

BAEY." 

iii. CASE. — Sometimes Grammarians use this word to signify 
(which is its strict sense) a certain ** variation in the writing and 
utterance of a Noun, denoting the relation in which it stands to 
some other part of the sentence ; *' sometimes to denote that 
relation itself: whether indicated by the termination, or by a 
preposition, or by its collocation ; and there is hardly any writer 
on the subject who does not occasionally employ the term in each 
sense, without explaining the ambiguity. Much confusion and 
friyolous debate has hence resulted. Whoever would see a 
specimen of this, may find it in the Port Royal Greek Grammar ; 
in which the Authors insist on giving the Greek language an 
Ablative case, with the same termination, however, as the Dative : 
(though, by the way, they had better have fixed on the Genitive ; 
which oftener answers to the Latin Ablative) urging, and with 
great truth, that if a distinct termination be necessary to constitute 
a case, many Latin Nouns will be without an Ablative, some 
without a Genitive or without a Dative, and all Neuters without an 
Accusative. And they add, that since it is possible, in every 
instance, to render into Greek the Latin Ablative, consequently 
there must be an Ablative in Greek. ^ If they had known and 
recollected that in the language of Lapland, there are, as we are 
told, thirteen Cases, they would have hesitated to use an argument 
which would prove that there must therefore be thirteen Cases in 
Greek and Latin also ! All this confusion might have been 
avoided, if it had but been observed that the word ** Case " is used 
in two senses. See Book III, § 10, §§ 4. 

CAUSE.— See "Rkasok," and " Why." 

1 It Is In the game waj that aom» of the Latln-Gmmnuianf htm nude oat of the Moods 
Into three ; 8alit}anetlTe, Potentiali and Optatire. 
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ir. CERTAIN. — This is a word whose ambiguity, together with 
that of many others of kindred signification (as **may," "can," 
"must," "possible," Ac.) has occasioned infinite perplexity in 
discussions on some of the most important subjects ; such as the 
freedom of human actions, the divine foreknowledge, <Scc. 

In its primary sense, it is applied (according to its etymology 
from cemo) to the state of a person's mind ; denoting any one's 
full and complete conviction ; and, generally, though not always, 
implying that there is sufficient ground for such conviction. It 
was thence easily transferred metonymically to the truiks or evenU, 
respecting which this conviction is rationally entertained. And 
" Uncertain " (as well as the substantives and adverbs derived 
from these adjectives) follows the same rule. Thus we say, " it is 
certain that a battle has been fought ; " " itis certain that the moon 
will be full on such a day :" " it is uncertain whether such a one 
is alive or dead : " " it is uncertain whether it will rain to-morrow :" 
meaning, in these and in all other cases, that toe are certain or 
uncertam respectively ; not indicating any difference in the char- 
acter of the events themselves, except in reference to our knowledge 
respecting them ; for the same thing may be, at the same time, 
both certain and uncertain, to different individuals ; e, g. the life 
or death at a particular time, of any one, is certain to his friends 
on the spot ; uncertain or contingent, to those at a distance. 

From not attending to this circumstance, the words " uncertain " 
and "contingent" (which is employed nearly in the same sense 
as uncertain in its secondary meaning) have been considered by 
many writers ^ as denoting some quality in the things themselves ; 
and have thus become involved in endless con^sion. "Con- 
tingent " is indeed applied to events only, not to persons : but it 
denotes no quality in the events themselves ; only, as has been 
said, the relation in which they stand to a person who has no 
complete knowledge respecting them. It is from overlooking this 
principle, obvious as it is when once distinctly stated, that Chance 
or Fortune has come to be regarded as a real agerd^ and to have 
been, by the ancients, personified as a Goddess, and represented 
by statues. 

V. CHURCH is sometimes employed to signify the Church, t. e, 
the Universal or Catholic Churcn, — comprehending in.it all 
Christians ; who are " Members one of another," and who com- 
pose the Body, of which Christ is the Head ; which, collectively 

1 Among others, Archbishop Kinfr, in his acknowledged, and promised to rectify. Dif< 
Discourse on Predestination, has fallen into mistake arose from his haying (as he himself 
this error ; as is explained in the Motes and informed me) spoken from coi^ture only, 
the Appendix to my edition of that work. without haying read my publication. Un- 
it may be requisite to mention in this place, fortunately the error was allowed to remain 
that I have been represented as coinciding uncorrected for sereral years after it had 
with hbn as to the point in question, in a been pointed out : in Ikct, till the whol« 
note to Mr. Daridson's work on Prophecy ; of the edirion containing tha misstatement 
through a mistake, which the author candidly bad been sold off. 
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taken, has no visible supreme Head or earthly governor, either 
individual, or council ; and which is one, only in reference to its 
One invisible Governor and Paraclete, the Spirit of Christ, dwelling 
in it, — to the one common faith and character, which ought to be 
found in all Christians, — and the common principles on which all 
Christian societies should be constituted. See Hinds's History of 
the Rise of Christianity^ and Bernard's Church aryi SynagogtLe, an 
abridged translation from Yitringa. 

Sometimes again it is employed to signify a Church ; t. e, any one 
Society, constituted on these general principles ; having governors 
on earth, and existing as a Community possessing a certain power 
over its own members ; in which sense we read of the ** Seven 
Churches in Asia," — of Paul's having **the care of all the 
Churches," <&c. To apply to some one of these communities, from 
its being confessedly a Church, all that is said, in Scripture or else- 
where, of the Church-universal [or Cathdicl is a fallacy, which, 
though very glaring, has misled many. (See the Art. Truth ; and 
also Essay II, on the " Kingdom of Christ**) 

Moreover, the word ** Church" (like several others denoting 
Communities) sometimes denotes the Body itself, as such, and 
sometimes the individual members of it, as individuals. This dis- 
tinction, which is an important one, has been noticed above, under 
the Art. Authoritt. 

The " Church" is also sometimes used to denote the Clergy, as 
distinguished from the Laity ; as, when we speak of any one's being 
educated for the Church, meaning, ** for the Ministry." Some 
would perhaps add, that it is in this sense we speak of the endow- 
ikents of the Church ; since the immediate emolument of these 
is received by clergymen. But if it be considered that they 
receive it in the capacity of puUic instructors and spiritual Pastors, 
these endowments may fisiirly be regarded as belonging, in a 
certain sense, to the whole Body, for whose benefit they are, in this 
way, calculated ; in the same manner as we consider, e. g. the endow- 
ment of a professorship in a university, as a benefaction, not to the 
professors alone, but to the university at large. 

vi. ELECTION. — This is one of the terms which is often to all 
practical purposes ambiguous, when not employed, strictly speak- 
ing, in two different senses, but with different ajtTp/ico^'on^, according 
to that which is understood in conjunction with it. See Book III, 
§ 10. See also Essays on some of the Difficulties, <Scc. Essay III, 
" On Election." 

vii. EXPECT. — This word is liable to an ambiguity, which may 
sometimes lead, in conjunction with other causes, to a practical bad 
effect It is sometimes used in the sense of " anticipate" — " cal- 
culate on," <&c. {%\fttZ<A) in short ''consider BAprcbahle; " sometimes 
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ibr ''requiie or demand as reaaonabk,'* — ^consider as rigbt.' 

ThttSy I may fairly " expect" (oi*») that one who has received 
kindness ^m xne, should protect me in distress ; yet I may hare 
reason to expect ^§%ti$Ct*p} that he will not " Enp^d expects 
every man to do his duty ; " but it would be chimerical to expect, 
». e, anticipate, a univerttl performance of duty. Hence, when 
men of great revenues, whether civil or ecclesiastical, live in the 
splendor and sensuality of Sardanapalus, ihey are apt to plead that 
this is 0xpecUd of them ; which may be perh^s sometimes true, in 
the sense that such conduct is anticipated as probable ; not true, as 
implying that it is required or approved. Thus also, because it 
would 1^ romantic to expect (». #. calcukte upon) in public men a 
primary attention to the public good, or in men in general an adhe- 
rence to the rule of doing as you would be done by, many are apt 
to flatter themselves that they cannot reasonably be expected (t. «. 
fairly caUed upon) to act on such principles. What may reasonably 
be expected (in one sense o( the word) must be, precisely th^ 
practice of the majority ; since it is the majority of mstances that 
constitutes probability : what may reasonably be expected (in the 
other sense) is something much beyond the practice of the gener- 
ality ; as long at least as it shall be true that '' narrow is the way 
that leadeth unto life, and few there be that find it." 

viii. EXPERI^NCE.^.T-'This word, in its strict seuse, applies 
to what has occ^rred within a person's own knowledge. Expe- 
rience, in this sense, of course, relates to the jxut alone. Thus it is 
that a man knows by Experience what sufierings he has undergona 
in some disease ; or, wha.t height the tide reached at a certain time 
andplace. 

^re frequently the word is used to denote that Judgment which 
is derived from Experience in the primary sense, by reasoning from 
that, in combination with other data. Thus, a man mav assert, on 
the ground of experience, that he was cured of a disorder hj such 
a medicine — that that medicine is, generally, beneficial m that 
disorder ; that the tide may always be expected, under such cir- 
cumstances, to rise to such a height. Strictly speaking, none of 
these can be known by Experience, but are conclusions derived 
/ram experience. It is in this sense only that Experience can be 
applied to the future, or, which comes to the same thing, to any 
general fact ; as e. ^. when it is said that we know by E^rience 
that water exposed to .a certain temperature will freeze. 

" Men are so formed as (often unconsciously) to reason, whether 
well or ill, on the phenomena they observe, and to mix up their 
inferences with their statements of those phenomena, so as in fiict 
to theorize (however scantily and cntdeiy) without knowing iU 

^ 1 Sea BMMBlt of BiMtorie,. Book L 
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If r(m will be at the pain6'<»Teftilly to analyze the simplest de> 
scnptiofis you hear of any transaction or state of things, you will 
find, tltat the process which almost inTariably takes place is, in 
logical language, this ; that each individual has in his mind certain 
major-premises or principles, relatire to the subject in question; that 
observation of what actually presents itself to the senses, supplies 
nUnor-prendsee ; and that tiie statement given (and which is reported 
as a thing experienced) consists in &ct of the conclusion drawn 
from the combinations of those premises. 

** Hence it is that several different men, who have all had equal, 
or even the very same, experience, t. e, have been witnesses or 
agents in the same transactions, will often be found to resemble so 
many different men looking at llie same book : one perhaps, though 
he distinctly sees black marks on white paper, has never learned his 
letters ; another can read, but is a stranger to the langtuige in 
which the book is written ; another has an acquaintance with the 
language, but understands it imperfectly ; another is fsimiliar with 
the lanffuaffe, but is a stranger to the subject of the book, and wants 
power, or previous instruction to enable him fully to take in the 
author's dnft ; while another again perfectly comprehends the whole. 

" The object that strikes the eye is to all of those persons the 
same ; the difference of the impressions produced on the mind of 
each is referable to the differences in their minds. 

" And thisexpkins the fiict that we find so much discrepancy 
in the results of what are called Experience and Common-sense, as 
contra-distinguished from theory, in former times men knew by 
experience^ wat the earth stands still, and the sun rises and sets. 
Common-sense taught them that there could be no antipodes, since 
men could not stand with their heads downwards, like flies on the 
ceiling. Experience taught the King of Bantam that water could 
not become solid. And (to come to the consideration of human 
affairs) the experience and common sense of one of the most 
observant and intelligent of historians, Tacitus, convinced him, that 
for a mixed government to be so framed, as to combine the 
elements of Royalty, Aristocracy, and Democracv* must be next to 
impossible, and that if such a one could be framed, it must inevitably 
be very speedily dissolved." * 

There are again two different appiicaHons of the word (see Book 
III, § 10,) which, when not carefully distinguished, lead in 
practice to the same confusion as the employment of it in two 
senses ; viz, we sometimes understand our otm personal Experience ; 
sometimes, general Experience. Hume has availed himself of .this 
(practical) ambiguity, in his Essay on Miracles; in which he 
observes, that we have Experience of the frequent falsity of Testi- 
mony, but that the occurrence of a Miracle is contrary to our 
Experience, and is consequently what no testimony ought to be 

IVoUJboB.LNt.ni. 
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allowed to establish. Now bad be explained vfhose Experience be 
meant, the argument would have come to nothing : if he means, 
the Experience of mankind universallyy t. e, that a Miracle has 
never come under the Eiroerience of ani^ one, this is palpably 
begging the question : if be means the Experience of each indi- 
yidual who has never himself witnessed a Miracle, this would 
establish a rule (viz. that we are to believe nothing of which we 
have not ourselves experienced the like) which it would argue 
insanity to act upon. Not only was the King of Bantam justified 
(as Hume himself admits) in listening to no evidence for the 
existence of Ice, but no one would he atUhorized on this principle to 
escpect hie own death. His Experience informs him, directly, only 
that others have died. Every disease under which he himself may 
have labored, his experience must have told him has not terminated 
fatally ; if he is to judge strictly of the future by the past, according 
to this rule, whai shomd hinder him from expecting the like of all 
future diseases? 

Some have never been struck with this consequence of Hume's 
principles ; and some have even failed to perceive it when pointed 
out : but if the reader thinks it worth his while to consult the 
author, he will see that.his principles, according to his own account 
of them, are such as I have stated. 

Perhaps however he meant, if indeed he had any distinct meaning, 
something intermediate between universal and individual experience ; 
viz, the Experience of the generality, as to what is common, and of 
ordinary occurrence ; in which sense the maxim will only amount 
to this, that false Testimony is a thing of common occurrence, and 
that Miracles are not. An obvious truth, indeed ; but too general 
to authorize, of itself, a conclusion in any particular case. In any 
other individual question, as to the admissibility of evidence, it 
would be reckoned absurd to consider merely the average chances 
for the truth of Testimony in the abstract, without inquiring whai 
the Testimony is, in the particular instance before us. As if, e. g. 
any one had maintained that no testimony could establish Columbus's 
account of the discovery of America, because it is more common for 
travelers to lie, than for new Continents to be discovered. * Such 
a procedure involves a manifest ignoratio elenchi ; the two propo- 
sitions brought forward as opposed, being by no means incompatible: 
Experience tells us that ** a destructive hurricane is not a common 
occurrence : " certain persons tell us that ** a destructive hurricane 
occurred in the West Indies, at such a time ; ** there is (as Dr. 
Campbell has pointed out) no opposition between these two assertions. 

It is to be observed by the way, that there is yet an additional 
ambiguity in the entire phrase " contrary to experience ; " in one 
sense, a miracle, or any other event, may be called contrary to the 
experience of any one who has never witnessed the like ; as the 

1 Bee *' Hi8torio Doubta lelatiT* to Napoleon Buonaparte.'* 
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fi-eezin^ of water was to that of the King of Bantam ; in another 
and stricter sense, that only is canirary to a man's experience, which 
he knows bj experience not to be true ; as if one should be told of 
an infallible remedy for some disorder, he having seen it adminis- 
tered without effect. No testimony can establish what is, in this 
latter sense, contrary to experience. We need not wonder that 
ordinary minds should be bewildered by a sophistical employment 
of such a mass of ambiguities. 

Such reasonings as these are accounted ingenious and profound, 
on account of the subject on which they are employed ; if applied to 
the ordinary affairs of life, they woidd be deemed unworthy of 
serious notice. 

The reader is not to suppose that the refutation of Hume's Essay 
on Miracles was my object in this Article. That might have been 
sufficiently accomplished, in the way of a " reductioadabsurdum," 
by mere reference to the case of the King of Bantam adduced by 
the author himself. But this celebrated Essay, though it has often 
perhaps contributed to the amusement of an anti-christian sophist 
at the expense of those unable to expose its fallacy, never probably 
made one convert. The author himself seems plainly to have meant 
it as a specimen of his ingenuity in arguing on a given hypothesis ; 
for he disputes against miracles as contrary to the Course of Nature; 
whereas, according to him, there is no such thing as a Course of 
Nature ; his scepticism extends to the whole external world ; — to 
every thing, except the ideas or impressions on the mind of the 
individual : so that a miracle which is believed, has, in that circum- 
stance alone, on his principles, as much reality as any thing can 
have. 

But my object has been to point out, by the use of this example, 
the fallacies and blunders which may result from inattention to the 
ambiguity of the word Experience ; and this cannot be done by a 
mere indirect argument : which refutes indeed, but does not explain, 
an error. 

FALSEHOOD and FALSITY. — Set " Truth." 

ix. GOD. — The Greek and Latin words which we translate 
" God" having been applied by the Heathen to the highest objects 
of their worshvp, were, naturally, employed by Jews and Christians 
to denote the object of tkdr own worship. But the Heathen were 
far from regarding any of these supposed Beings as eternal, or as 
the Maker and Governor of the Universe. They regarded them as 
the same kind of Beings with the Fairies, Demons, Nixes, Bogles, 
Genii, <Scc., which in various parts of the world are still feared, and 
in some places propitiated by offerings and other marks of reverence; 
and which in tact are the very Gods (though no longer called by 
that title) which our Pagan forefathers worshipped ; and a super- 
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slitious dread of wliich survived the introduction of the belief in a 
supreme Creator. But Christians and also Mahometans (whose 
creed is a corrupted offset of Christianity) imply [connote] by the 
term " God" the supreme Author and Governor of the Universe : 
as is plain from this ; that any one who should deny the existence of 
any such Being, would be universally considered as an AtheUt; i. e. 
as maintaining that there is no '' God." And he would not be the 
less reckoned an Atheist, even though he should believe (which is 
conceivable) that there do exist Beings superior in power to Man, 
such as Fairies, 6cc. 

The Heathen therefore, for the most part, come under this 
description. They did not believe in oMf Ood in our sense of the 
word. And accordingly the Apostle Paul expressly designates 
them as Atheists, [" without God" j atfcot. 

The more any one studies the ancient Classical writers, the more 
in error he will be respecting their notions, if he is not attentive to 
the difference between the meanings they attached to certain terms 
and those which we, now, attach to corresponding terms. The 
present is one instance : and another is, '' immortality of the soul." 
See £ssay I, 1st Series. 

X. GOSPEL. — This is instanced as one of the words which is 
practically ambiguous, from its different applications, even though 
not employed (as it sometimes is) in different senses. 

Conformably to its etymological meaning of " Good-tidings," it is 
used to signifv (^i^d that especially and conclusively) the welcome 
intelligence of Salvation to man, as preached by our Lord and his 
followers. But it was afterwards transitively applied to each of the 
four histories of our Lord's life, published by those who are called 
the Evangelists. And the term is often used to express collectively 
the Go^^Vdoctrines ; i, e. the instructions given men how to avatl 
themselves of the offer of salvation : and preaching the Gospel, is 
accordingly often used to include not only the proclaiming of the 
good tidings f but the teaching of what is to be believed and done, in 
consequence.* This ambiguity is one source of some important 
theolo^cal errors : many supposing that Gospel truth is to be found 
exclusively, or chiefly in the Oospets ; to the neglect of the other 
Sacred Writings. 

Again, since Jesus is said to have preached the ** Gospel," and 
the same is said of the Apostles, the conclusion is often hence 
drawn, that the discourses of our Lord and the Apostolic Epistles 
must exactly coincide ; and that in case of any apparent difference, 
the former must be the standard, and the latter must be taken to 
bear no other sense than what is implied by the other ; a notion 
which leads inevitably and immediately to the neglect of the Apos- 

I See Diaooune I, appended (o " XsMys on the nugen,*' &o. p. SM. 
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tolic Epistles, when every thing they contain must be limited and 
modified into ax^omplete coincidence with our Lord's Discourses. 
Whereas it is very conceivable, that though both might be in a 
certain sense "good tidings/' yet, one may contain a much more 
full development of the Christian scheme than the other. Which is 
confirmed by the consideration, that the principal events on which 
the Religion is founded (the atoning sacrifice and resurrection of 
Christ) had not taken place, nor could be clearly declared by our 
Lord, when he preached, saying, ** The Kingdom of Heaven is at 
hand;** not that it was actually established; as it was, when his 
Apostles were sent forth to preach to all nations. See Essays on 
the DifficuUieSf ^c. Essay IL 

HENCiS. — See " Rkasoh " and " Why." 

IDENTICAL. — See " Onk " and " Samb." 

xi. IMPOSSIBILITY. — According to the definition we may 
choose to give of this word, it may be said either that there are 
three Species of it, or that it may be used in three different senses. 
1st. What may be called a maihematical impossibility, is that which 
involves an absurdity and self-contradiction ; «. g, that two straight 
lines should enclose a space, is not only impossible but incon- 
ceivable, as it would be at variance with the definition of a straight 
line. And it should be observed, that inability to accomplish any 
thing which is, in this sense, impossible, implies no limitation of 
^power, and is compatible, even with omnipotence, in the fullest 
sense of the word. If it be proposed, e. g, to construct a triangle 
having one of its sides equal to the other two, or to find two 
numbers having the same ratio to each other as the side of a square 
and its diameter, it is not from a defect of power that we are 
precluded from solving such a problem as these ; since in fact the 
problem is in itself unmeaning and absurd : it is, in reality, nothing 
that is required to be done. 

It is important to observe respecting an Impossibility of this 
kind, that it is always susceptible of demonstrative proof. Not that 
every such impossibility has actually been proved such : or that we 
can be certain it ever will be ; but that it must be in itself capable 
of proof : "—the materials of such proof — the data on which it may 
be founded,— i being (whether discovered or not) within the range 
of our knowledge. This follows from the very character (as above 
described)^ of such truths as the mathematical: mathematical- 
impossibilities being of course included under that term. For, 
every such truth must be implied — however tedious and difficult 
may be the task of eliciting it — in the Definitions we set out with, 
and consequently in the Terms, which are the exact representatives 

I Book IV. Ch. n, ( 1. 
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of thoM Defittitaom. S. G. That any two sides of a Tnaagle «re 
greater than the third — in other words, that it is impossible to 
constmct a triangle, one of whose sides shall be equal to the other 
two — is a matter of easy and early demonstration. The ineommen- 
surability of the Side and the Diameter of a square, — in other 
words, the impossibility of finding two numbers having to one 
another the ratio of the Side to the Diameter, — is a truSi which 
was probably believed some time before a demonstration of it was 
found : but it is no less implied in the definitions of " Straight line," 
" Square," ^c. In the case of the Circle again, the ratio of the 
Diameter to the Oircumferenoe has been long sought by mathe- 
maticians ; and no one has yet demonstrated, or perhaps ever will, 
either, what their ratio is, or, on the other hand, that they are 
incommensurable : but one or the other muet be iHtMn the sphere 
of mathematical demonstration. 

When therefore any one sa^s that perhaps so and so may be an 
Impossibility in the mathematical sense, though we may never be 
able to prove it suoh,^ he is to keep in mind that at least such 
proof is within the scope of inquiry, and that no increase of know- 
ledge in the sense of <* Information respecting &cts,"' can be 
needed to furnish materials for the demonstration. Every such 
Impossibility must be implied — though we may not perceive it, in 
the terms employed ; in short it must be properly a " coniradiciion 
in terms, 

2dly. What may be called a Physical Impossibility is something 
at variance with the existing Laws of Nature, and which conse- 
quently no Being, subject to those Laws, (as we are) can surmount ; 
but we can easily conceive a Being capable of bringing about what 
in the ordinary course of Nature is impossible* E, Q, To multiply 
five loaves into food for a multitude, or to walk on the sur^Aoe of 
the waves, are things physically impossible, but imply no contra- 
diction ; on the contrary, we cannot but suppose that the Being, 
if there be such a one, who created the Universe, is able to alter 
at will the properties of any of the substances it contains.' 

And an occurrence of this character, we call miraculous. Not 
but that one person may perform without supernatural power what 
is, to another, physically impossible ; as, e. g. a man may lift a great 
weight, which it would be physically impossible for a child to raise ; 
because it is contrary to the Laws of Nature that a muscle of this 
degree of strength should overcome a resistance which one of that 
degree is equal to. But if any one perform what is beyond his own 
natural powers or the naturu powers of Man universally, he has 
performed a miracle. 

Much sophistry has been founded on the neglect of the distinction 
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between these two senses. It has even been cantended, that no 
eridence ought to induce a man of sense to admit that a miracle 
has taken ptuie, on the ground that it is a thing impossible; in 
other words, that it w d nUraole ; for if it were not a thing impos- 
cdble to man, there would be no miracle in the case : so that such 
an argument is palpably begging the question ; but it has often 
probably been admitted from an indistinct notion being suggested 
of Impossibility in the first sense ; in which sense (viz, that of self- 
contradiction) it is admitted that no evidence woula justify belief. 

3dly. Moral Impossibility signifies only that high degree of 
improbability which leaves no room for doubt. In this sense we 
often call a thing impossible, which implies no contradiction, or any 
violation of the Laws of Nature, but which yet we are rationally 
convinced will never occur, merely item the multitude of chances 
against it; as, e, p. that unloaded dice should turn up the same 
faces one hundred times successively.^ And in this sense we 
cannot accurately draw the line, so as to determine at what point 
the improbability amounts to an Impossibility ; and hence we often 
have occasion to speak of this or that as almost impossible, though 
not quite, <Se;c. The other impossibilities do not admit of degrees 
of approach. That a certain throw should recur two or three times 
successively^ we should not call very improbable ; the improbability 
is increased at each successive step : but we cannot say exactly 
when it became impossible ; though no one would scruple to call 
one hundred such recurrences impossible. 

In the same sense we often call things impossible which are 
completely within the power of known agents to bring about, but 
which we are convinced they never wiU bring about. Thus, 4. g, 
that all the civilized people in the world should with one accord 
forsake their habitations and wander about the world as savages, 
every one would call an impossibility ; though it is plain they have 
the power to do so, and that it depends on their choice which they 
will do ; and moreover that there even have been instances of some 
few persons doing so. In like manner, if we were told of a man's 
having disgracefully fled from his post, whom we know to be 
possessed of the most undaunted courage, we should without scruple 
(and with good reason, supposing the idea formed of his character 
to be a just one) pronounce this an Impossibility ; meaning, that 
there is sufficient ground for being fullv convinced that the thing 
could never take place ; not from any idea of his not having />ourer 
and liberty to fly if he would ; for our certainty is built on the very 
circumstance of his being free to act as he will, together with his 
being of such a disposition as never to have the will to act disgrace- 
fully. If, again, a man were bound hand and foot, it would be, in 
the other sense, impossible for him to fly ; viz, out of his power, 

1 Aad 7€t why ^honia thear not? bIhm the chtooM are tb« Ttnr atune agaliut my giTm 
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''Capable ''has a oonesponding ambiguity. E. O, WeBpeakof 
this or that man being " capable " or << incapable " of a cowardly 
BCt, in a different sense from that in which we speak of him as 
** cf^ble " or '' incapable " of. writing a fine poem. 

The performance of any thing that is morally impossible to ^ mere 
man, is to be reckoned a miracle, as much as if the impossibility 
were physical. £. G. It is morally impossible for poor Jewish 
fishermen to have framed such a scheme of ethical and religious 
doctrine as the GK>spel exhibits. It is monUly impossible for a man 
to foretell distant and improbable future events with the exactitude 
of many of the prophecies in Scripture. 

Much of the confusion of thought which has pervaded, and has 
interminably protracted, the discussions respecting the long agitated 
question of human freedom, has arisen from inattention to the 
ambiguity which has been here noticed. If the Deity, it is said, 
"foresees exactly what I shall do on any occasion, it must be 
impossible for me to act otherwise ; ** and thence it is inferred that 
man's actions cannot be free. The middle-term employed in such 
an argument as this is " impossible," or '* impossibility " employed 
in two senses. He to whom it is, in one sense, impossible, (viz. 
physically) to act otherwise than he does, (». e. who has it not in 
his power) is not a free agent; correct foreknowledge implies 
impossibility (in another sense, viz. moral impossibility; — the 
absence of all room for doubt :) and the perplexity is aggravated by 
resorting for the purpose of explanation, to such words as "may," 
"can," "possible," "must," <fec., all of which are affected by a 
dWambiimitv.' 



corresponding 

It should £e observed, that many things which are not usually 
termed "mathematically" necessary or impossible, will at once 
appear such, when stated, not abstractedly, but with all their actual 
circumstances : e. g. that " Brutus stabbed Caesar," is a fact, the 
denial of which, though a falsehood, would not be regarded as self- 
contradictory (like tlie denial of the equality of two right angles); 
because, abstractedly, we can conceive Brutus acting otherwise : but 
if we insert the circumstances (which of course really existed) of his 
having complete power, liberty, and also a predominant will to do 
so, then> the denial of the action amounts to a "mathematical" 
impossibility, or self-contradiction ; for to act voluntarily against the 
dictates of a predominant will, implies an effect without a cause. 

Of Future events, that Being, and no other, can'have the same 
knowledge as of the past, who is acquainted with all the causes, 
remote or immediate, internal and external, on which each depends. 

But every one is accustomed to anticipate future events, in human 
affaira, as well as in the material world, in proportion to his know- 

1 Se* Tiiek«r*s •* Light of Natare,'^ in the parts of his reaaonings in the NotM and 
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ledge of the eeveral dreumsiancee connected with each ; howeTer 
different in amount that knowledge may be, in reference to different 
occurrences. And in both cases alike, we always attribute the 
failure of any anticipation to our ignoratice or mistake respecting 
some of the circiunstances. When, e, g, we fully expect, from our 
supposed knowledge of some person's character, and of the circum- 
stances he is placed in, that he will do something which, eventually, 
he does not do, we at once and without hesitation conclude that we 
were mMtaken either as to his character, or as to his situation, or 
as to our acquaintance with human nature, generally ; and we are 
accustomed to adduce any such failure as a j^roof of such mistake ; 
saying, " it is plain you were mietaken in your esHmcUe of that man's 
character ; for he has done so and so : " and this^ as unhesitatingly 
as we should attribute the non-occurrence of an eclipse we had 
predicted, not, to any change in the Laws of Nature, but to some 
error in our calculations. 

xii. INDIFFERENCE, in its application in respect of the WiU 
and of the Judgment, is subject to an ambiguity which some of my 
readers may perhaps think hardly worth noticing ; the distinction 
between utwiaeed candor and impartiality, on the one side, and 
carelessness on the other, being so very obvious. But these two 
things nevertheless have been, from their bearing the same name, 
confounded together ; or at least represented as inseparably con- 
nected. I have known a person maintain, with some plausibility, 
the inexpediency, with a view to the attainment of truth, of educating 
people, or appointing teachers to instruct them, in any particular 
systems or theories, of astronomy, medicine, religion, politics, <fec., 
on the ground, that a man must tinsh to believe, and to find good 
reasons for believing, the system in which he has been trained, and 
which he has been engaged in teaching; and this wish must 
prejudice his understanding in fevor of it, and consequently render 
him an incompetent jud&^e of truth. * 

Now let any one consider whether such a doctrine as this could 
have been even plausibly stated, but for the ambiguity of the word 
Indifference, and others connected with it. For it would follow, 
from such a principle, that no physician is to be trusted, who has 
been instructed in a certain mode of treating any disorder, because 
he must wish to think the theory correct which he has learned : nay, 
no physician should be trusted who is not utterly indifferent whether 
his patient recovers or dies ; since else, he must wish to find reasons 
for hoping favorably from the mode of treatment pursued. No 
plan for the benefit of the public, proposed by a philanthropist^ 
shall be listened to ; since such a man cannot but wish it may be 
successful; dec. 

1 8m Bita/ 1, Second SeriM. 
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No doubt (1m jttdgmoiit is often biased by Ute ittoKnations ; but 
I it is possible, and it should be our endeavor, to guard against this 
bias. If a scheme be proposed to any one for embarking^ his capital 
in some speculation which promises great wealth, he will doubtless 
Wish to find that the expectations held out are well founded : but 
every one would call him very imprudent, if (as some do) he should 
sufier this wish to bias his judgment, and should believe, on 
insufficient grounds, the fiur promises held out to him. But we 
should not think such imprudence an inevitable consequence of his 
desire to increase his property. His wishes, we should say, were 
both natural and wise ; but since they could not render the event 
more probable, it was most unwise to allow them to influence his 
decision. In like manner, a good man will indeed wish to find the 
evidence of the Christian religion satisfactory ; but a wise man does 
not for that reason take for granted that it ia satisfiictory; but weighs 
the evidence the more careftilly on account of the importance of 
the question. 

It is curious to observe how fully aware of the operation of this 
bias, . and how utterly blind to it, the same persons will be, in 
opposite cases. Such writers, 0. ^. as I have just alluded to, dis- 
parage the judgment of those who have been accustomed to study 
and to teach the Christian religion, and who derive hope and 
satisfaction from it, on the ground that they must wish to find it 
true. And let it be admitted that their atUhonfy shall ffo for nothmg ; 
and that the question shall be tried entirely by the reasoM ad- 
duced. But then, on the same princi]>le how strong must be the 
testimony of the multitudes who admit the truth of Christianity, 
though it is to them a source of uneasiness or of dismay ;*— who 
have not adopted any antinomian system to quiet their conscience 
while leading an unchristian life ; but, when they hear of " right- 
eousness, temperance, and judgment to come, tremble," and try to 
dismiss such thoughts till "a more conveilient season." The 
case of these, who have every reason to wish Christianity untrue, 
is jNissed by, by the very same persons who are insistbg on the 
influence of the opposite bias. According to the homely but 
expressive proverb, they are *' deaf on one ear." 

And it may be added, that it is utterly a mistake to suppose that 
the bias is always in favor of the conclusion wished for : it is often 
in the contrary direction. The proverbial expression of " too good 
news to be true," bears witness to the existence of this feeling. 

There is in some minds a tendency to unreasonable doubt in cases 
where their wishes are strong; — a morbid distrust of evidence 
which they are especially anxious to find conclusive ; e, g. ground- 
less fears for the health or safety of an ardently-beloved child, will 
frequently distress anxious parents. 

Difierent temperaments (sometimes varying with the state of 
health of each individual) lead towards these opposite miscal- 
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culations, — the OTer-estimate or under-estimate of ih» reasons for 
a conclusion we earnestly wish to find true. 

Our aim should be to guard against both extremes, and to decide 
according to the evidence; preserving the Indifference of the 
Judgment, even where the Will neither can, nor should be indifferent. 

xiii. LAW is, etjmologically, that which is ** laid '* down ; and 
is used, in the most appropriate sense, to signify some general 
injunction, command, or regulation, addressed to certain Persons, 
who are called upon to conK>rm to it. It is in this sense that we 
speak of "the Law of Moses," "the Law of the Land," Ac. 

It is also used in a transferred sense, to denote the statement of 
some general fact, the several individual instances of which exhibit 
a conformity to that statement, dncdogaue to the conduct of persons 
in respect to a Law which they obey. It is in this sense that we 
speak of " the Laws of Nature," when we say that "a seed in vege- 
tating directs the radicle downwards and the plumule upwards, in 
compliance with a Law of Nature : " we only mean that such is 
universally the fact; and so, in other cases. 

It is evident therefore that, in this sense, the conformity of 
individual cases to the general rule is that which cwutituies a Law 
of Nature. If water should henceforth never become solid, at any 
temperature, then the freezing of water would no longer be a Law 
of Nature : whereas in the other sense, a Law is not the more or 
the less a Law from the conformity or non- Conformity of indi- 
viduals to it : if an Act of our Legislature were to be disobeyed and 
utterly disregarded by every one, it would not on that account be 
the less a Law. 

This distinction may appear so obvious when plainly stated, as 
hardly to need mention : yet writers of great note and ability have 
confounded these two senses together : I need only mention Hooker 
(in the opening of his great work) and Montesquieu: the latter of 
whom declaims on the much stricter observance in the Universe of 
the Laws of Nature, than in mankind, of the divine and human 
Laws laid down for their conduct : not considering that, in the 
former case, it is the observance that eanetiiutee the Iaw. 

xiv. MAT, and Ukewise MUST, and CAN, (as wella« CANNOT) 
are each used in two senses^ which are very often confounded 
together. They relate sometimes to power, or liberty, sometimes to 
Coniingieney. 

When we say of one who has obtained a certain sum of money* 
** now he nuiy purchase the field he was wishing for," we mean that 
it is in his power; it is plain that he may, in the same sense, hoard 
up the money, or spend it on something else ; though perhaps we 
are convinced from our knowledge of his character and situation, 
that he will not. When again we say, ** it may rain to-morrow " 
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* 
or '' the yesael may bare anriyed in port," the expression does not 
at all relate to power, but merely to contingency : t. e. we mean» 
that though we are not sure such an event will happen or has hap- 
pened, we are not sure of the reverse. 

When, again, we say, '' this man, of so grateful a disposition, 
mu8i have eagerly embraced such an opportunity of requiting his 
beneflEictor," or " one who approves of the slave trade must be very 
hard-hearted," we only mean to imply the absence of all doubt on 
these points. The very notions of gratitude and of hard-heartedness 
exclude the idea of compulsion, and of yielding to irresistible power. 
But when we say that "all men must die," or that ''a man mttst 
go to prison who is dragged by force," we mean "whether they 
will or not" — that there is no power to resist. So also, if we say 
that a Being of perfect goodness *' cannot** act wrong, we do not 
mean that it is out of His power; since that would imply no goodness 
of character ; but that there is sufficient reason for feeling sure that 
He will not. It is in a very diflPerent sense that we say of a man 
fettered in a prison, that he " cannot ** escape : meaning, that though 
he has the wiU, he wants the abUity. 

These words are conmionly introduced, in questions connected 
with Fatalism and the Freedom of human actions, to explain the 
meaning of "neccessary," "impossible," <&c. ; and having them- 
selves a corresponding ambiguity, they only tend to increase the 
perplexity. 

c* ......... Chaos umpire site. 

And by deciding worse embroils the fray." 

MUST.— i^w" Mat." 

XV. NECESSARY. — This word is used as the contrary to 
" impossible " in all its senses, and is of course liable to a corres- 
ponding ambiguity. Thus it is "mathematically Necessary " that 
two sides of a triangle should be greater than the third ; there is a 
" physical Necessity " for the fell of a stone ; and a " moral 
Necessity " that Beings of such and such a character should act, 
when left perfectly free, in such and such a manner ; L e. we are 
sure they unll act so ; though of course it is in their power to act 
otherwise ; else there would be no moral agency.* This ambiguity 
is employed sophistically to justify immoral conduct ; since no one 
is responsible for any thing done under "necessity," — t. e. "phys- 
ical necessity ; " as when a man is dragged anywhere by external 
force, or fells down from being too weak to stand ; and then the 
same excuse is fallaciously extended to " moral necessity " also. 

There are likewise numberless different applications of the word 
" necessity " (as well as those derived from it) in which there is a 
practical ambiguity, from the difference of the things understood in 
conjunction wiSi it : 0. g. food is " necessary; " viz, — to life ; great 

1 See the Artide ** ImpotsibiUty ; " Note; 
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wealth is "necessary " — to the gratification of a man of luxurious 
habits ; the violation of moral duty is in many cases *' necessary ** 
— for the attainment of certain worldly objects ; the renunciation 
of such objects, and subjugation of the desires, is "necessary" — to 
the attainment of the Gospel -promises, &c. And thus it is that 
'* necessity " has come to be " the tyrant's plea ; " for as no one is 
at all responsible for what is a matter of physical necessity, — what 
he has no power to avoid, — so, a degree of allowance is made for a 
man's doing what he has power io avoid, when it appears to be the 
less of two evils ; as e, p. when a man who is fEimishing takes the 
first food he meets with, as ''necessary" to support life, or throws 
over goods in a storm, when it is ** necessary " in order to save the 
ship. But if the plea of necessity be admitted without inquiring 
for whaz the act in question is necessary, any thing whatever may 
be thus vindicated ; since no one commits any crime which is not, 
in his view, "necessary" to the attainment of some supposed 
advantage or gratification. 

The confusion of thought is further increased by the employment 
on improper occasions of the phrase " absolutely necessary ; " which, 
strictly speaking, denotes a case in which there is no possible alter- 
native. It is necessary for a man's safety, that he should remain in 
a house which he cannot quit without incurring danger ; it is 
absolutely {or simply) necessary that he should remain there, if he 
is closely imprisoned in it. 

I have treated more fully on this fruitful source of sophistry in 
the Appendix (No. I.) to King's "Discourse on Predestination." 
In the course of it, I suggested (in the first edition) an etymology 
of the word, which I have reason to think is not correct ; but it 
should be observed, that this makes no difference in the reasoning, 
which is not in any degree founded on that etymology ; nor have I, 
as some have represented, attempted to introduce any new or 
unusual sense of the word, but have all along appealed to common 
use, — the only right standard, — and merely pointed out the senses 
in which each word has a^ituaUy been employed. See the intro- 
duction to this Appendix. 

xvi. OLD. — This word, in its strict and primary sense, denotes 
the length of time that any object has existed ; and many are not 
aware that they are accustomed to use it in any other. It is 
however, very frequently employed instead of " Ancient," to denote 
distance of time. The same transition seems to have taken place, in 
Latin. Horace says of Lucilius, who was one of the most ancient 
Roman authors, but who did not live to be old : — 



- " quo (it ut omnia 



Voriva pateat yelati d«8cripta tabella 
Vita Seuis." 



The present is a remarkable instance of the influence of an ambi* 
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gnouB word over the thoagfatB even of those who ate not i^norani 
of the ambiguity, but are not carefully on the watch against its 
effects; the impressions and ideas associated by habit with the 
word when used in one sense, being always apt to obtrude them- 
selves unawares when it is employed in another sense, and thus to 
affect our reasonings, £. Q. " 0/rf times,"— *' the Old world,*' 
^o.>are expressions in frequent use, and which, ol'tener than not, 
produce imperceptibly the associated impression of the superioi 
wisdom resulting from experience, which, as a general rule, we 
attribute to Old men. Yet no one ib really ignorant that the world 
is older now than ever it was; and that the instruction to be derived 
from observations on the past (which is the advantage that Old 
peraonM possess) must be greater, supposing other things equal, to 
every successive generation; and Bacon's remark to this purpose 
appears, as soon as distinctly stated, a mere truism : yet few, per- 
haps, that he made, are more important. There is always a 
tendency to appeal with the same kind of deference, to the authority 
of " Old times," as of a^d men. 

It should be kept in mmd, however, that ancient customs, instiiu- 
tions, d^c, when they sHll exist, may be literally called Old ; and 
have this advantage attending them, that their effects may be 
estimated from long experience ; whereas we cannot be sure, 
respecting any recently-established Law or system, whether it 
may not produce in time some effects which were not originally 
contemplated^ 

xvii. ONE — is sometimes employed to denote strict and proper 
numerical Unity ; sometimes, close Resemblance ; — correspondence 
•with one single description. — See "Same." 



-Piracies non omsibas UNA, 



Mm diyena tamen *, qualan d«cet mm soromm." — Ov. Met. b. U. 

It is in the secondary or improper, not the primary and proper 
sense of this word, that men are exhorted to ** be of one mind ; " 
Le. to agree in their faith, — pursuits, — mutual affections, &c. 
"The Church" [viz, the Universal or Catholic Church] "is 
undoubtedly one, and so is the Human Race one; but not as jSociety. 
It was from the first composed of distinct Societies ; which were 
called one, because formed on common principles. It is One 
Society only when considered as to its future existence. The cir- 
cumstance of its having one common Head, Christ, one Spirit, one 
Father, are points of unity, which no more make the Church One 
Society on earth, than the circumstance of all men having the same 
Creator, and being derived from the same Adam, renders the 
Human Race one Family."^ 

1 See, hoirever. tta« Article reprinted from the Ix>iidon Beylew, in the firat letter tc £arl Qxtj 
on 8«condHry Pttnishments 

2 Xncjctop. Mtttrop. p. 774. 
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It is also in this sense that two guineas, e. g. struck from a wedge 
of uniform fineness, are said to be " of one and the same form and 
weight/' and also "of one and the same substance/' In^ this 
secondary or improper sense also, a child is said to be "of one and 
the same (bodily) substance with its mother ; " or, simply " of the 
substance of its mother : " for these two pieces of money, and two 
human Beings, are numerically distinct. 

It is evidently most important to keep steadily in view, and to 
explain on proper occasions, these different uses of the word ; lest 
men should insensibly slide into error on the most important of all 
subjects, by applying, in the secondary sense, expressions which 
ought to be understood in the primary and proper. — (See 
"Person.") Unify ^is, as mig)it have been expected, liable to 
corresponding ambiguities. M. O. Sometimes what the Apostles 
say, concerning " Unity of Spirit " — of Faith — (fec^is transferred 
to Unity of Church -Government. 

xviii. PAY. — In the strict sense, a person is said to " pay,*' 
who transfers to another what was once his own : in another sense 
" pay " is used to denote the mere act of handing over what perhaps 
never was one's own. In this latter sense a gentleman's steward 
or house-keeper is said to pay the tradesmen their bills ; in the other 
sense, it is the master who pays them. 

It is in the secondary or improper sense that an executor is said 
to pay legacies, — a land owner or farmer to pay tithes, <fec., since 
the money these hand over to another never was theirs, — See 
"Evidence," (in vol. of Tracts,) p. 339, 

xix. PERSON,^ in its ordinary use at present, invariably implies 
a numerically distinct substance. Each man is one Person, and 
can be but one. It has also a peculiar theological sense, in which 
we speak of the " three Persons " of the blessed Trinity. It w»i 
probably thus employed bv our Divines as a literal, or perhaps 
etymological, rendering of the Latin word "Persona." I am 
inclined to think, however, from the lan^^uage of Wallis (the 
Mathematician and Logician) in the folio wmg extract, as well as 
from that of spme other of our older writers, that the English word 
Person was formerly i^ot sq strictly confined 4S npif , tq the sense 
it bears in common conversation among us, 

"That which makes tb^se expressions" (v^. respecting the 
Trinity) " seem harsh to some of these men> is because they have 
used themselves to fansle that notion only of the word rerson. 
according to which three men are accounted to be three persons, 
and these three persons to be three men. But he may consider 
that there is another notion of the word Person, and in common 
use too, wherein the same man may be said to sustain divers 

1 Hoft of the foUowioK obBerrAtiont will applj to tl)« W!>r4 " PftfKnal^tj, -* 
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persons and those persons to be the same man : that is, the same 
man as sustaining divers capacities. As was said but now of TuU j, 
Trea Fersonas Ukus iustineo; meam, adversarii, Judicis, And 
then it will seem no more harsh to say, The Three Persons, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, are one Gk>d, than to say, God the Creator, 

God the Redeemer, and God the Sanctifier, are one God it 

is much the same thing whether of the two forms we use/' — Letters 
on the Trinity, p. 63. 

<'The word Person (pereana) is originally a Latin word, and 
does not properly signify a Man; (so that another person must 
needs imply another tnan) for then the word Homo would have 
served, and they needed not have taken in the word Persona ; but 
rather, one so eireu»Jt€uUiaUd. And the sa$ne Man, if considered 
in other circumstances (considerably different) is reputed another 
person. And that this is the true notion of the word Person, 
appears by those noted phrases, personam induere, personam 
deponere, personam agere, and many the like, in approved Latin 
authors. Thus the same man may at once sustain the Person, of 
a King and a Father, if he be invested both with regal Bndpaiernal 
authority. Now because the King and the Father are for the most 
part not only different persons but different men also, (and the like 
m other cases) hence it comes to pass that another person is some- 
times supposed to imply another man ; but not always, nor is that 
the proper sense of the word. It u Englished in our dictionaries 
by the state, qualiig or eondiiUm vfhereby one man differs from 
another ; and so, as the condition alters, the Person alters, though 
the man be the same. 

*' The hinge of the controversy, is, that notion concerning the 
ihree somewhais, which the Fathers (who first used it) did intend 
to design by the name Person ; so that we are not from the word 
Person to determine what was that Notion ; but from that Notion 
which they would express, to determine in what sense the word 
Person is here used," &c. <kc. — Letter V, in answer to tlie Arian's 
Vindication.^ 

What was precisely the notion which these Latin Fathers intended 
to convey, and how far it approached the classical signification of 
the word ''Persona,'' it may not be easy to determine. But we 
must presume that they did not intend to employ it in what is, now, 
the ordinary sense of the word Person ; both because " Persona *' 
never, I believe, bore that sense in pure Latinity, and also because 

1 Dr. WalUs's tbeological worlu, oooiider- nn(Untood howeTer m not d«mandiag ■]( 

iog biB general eelebxitj. an wonderfollr Implioit defereooe for his, or for any other 

little known. Bto ifemf to have boen, in bu human authority, howerer eminent. We ara 

day, one of the ablest Defenders of the taught to "call no man Master on earth." 

Gbttreh*s doetrioe, against the Arians and But the reference to Dr. Wallis may serre 

Bocinians of that period. Of ooursa ha in- both to show the use of tlit word in his dajrs* 

curred the censure, not only of themf but of and to correct the notion, should any hare 

all who, though not profeniediy Arian, gave entertained it, that the riewe of tha sub>et 

such an exposition of their doctrine as here taken are, IqQnr Church, any thtagnoyel. 
airounu TintuaUylaTritheliu. I beg to b« 
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it is evident that, in that sense, ** three divine Persons '' would 
have been exactly equivalent to " three Gods ; " a meaning which 
the orthodox always disavowed. 

It is probable that they had nearly the same view with which 
the Greek theologians adopted the word Hypostasis ; which seems 
calculated to express " that which stands under (». ^. is the Subject 
of) Attributes.*' ^^^7 i&^&ui, it may be presumed, to guard 
against the suspicion of teaching, on the one hand, that there^are 
three Gods, or three parts of the one Gk>d ; or, on the other hand, 
that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are no more than three f¥xme8^^ 
aU, of the same signification ; and they employed accordingly a term 
which might serve to denote, that, (though divine Attributes belong 
to all and each of these, yet) there are Attributes of each, respec- 
tively, which are not so strictly applicable to either of the others, 
as such; as when, for instance, the Son is called especially the 
" Redeemer," and the Holy Spirit, the " Comforter or Paraclete,"' 
(fee. The notion thus conveycKl is indeed yerj faini^ and impeffeet; 
but is perhaps for that very reason, (considering what Man is, 
and what God is,) the less likely to lead to error. One may 
convey to a blind man a notion of seeing, correct as f&r as it goes» 
and instructive to him, though very imperfect : if he form a more 
full and disHnct notion of it» his ideas will inevitably be incorrect, — 
See Essay VII, § 6, Second Series.* 

It is perhaps to be regretted that our Divines, in rendering the 
Latin <* Persona," used the word Person, whose ordinary sense, in 
the present day at least, differs in a most important point from the 
theological sense, and yet it is not so remote from it as to preclude 
all mistake and perplexity. If " Hypostasis," or any other com- 

Eletely foreign term had been used mstead, no idea *at all would 
ave been conveyed except that of the explanation given ; and thus 
the danger at least of being misled by a word, would have been 
avoided.^ 

Our Reformers however did not introduce the word into their 
Catechism; though it has been (I must think, injudiciously) 
employed in some popular expositions of the Catechism, without any 
explanation, or even allusion to its being used in a peculiar sense. 

As it is, the danger of being not merely not understood, but 
«nMunderstood, should be guarded against most sedulously, by all 

1 It is possible that some mf hate used 8 It is worth obserring, as a striMng in- 
this expression in the very sense attached by stance of the little reliance to be placed on 
others to the word '* Person ; " led, in a great etymology as a guide to the meaning of a 
degree, by the peculiar sl^iflcation of word, that " Hypostasis/' ^^ Snbstantia," and 
**Nanie" in Seriptare. For some Tery im- '* Understanding," so widely diflerent in their 

B»rtant remarks on that signification, see sense, correspond In their etymology. 

lnds-8 History, and also a Sermon on the 4 I wish it to be obserred, that it is the 

Name Kmanuel in the yoI. 1, lately published, ambiguity of the word Person which renders 

2 AigUsh readers are not usually aware it objectionable ; not, its being nowhere em- 
that the title of*' Paraclete '> is erer distinctlv ployed \n Seriptwe in the technieal sense of 
applied to Christ in Scripture, as it is in 1 theologians ; for this eireomstanee is rather 
John ii. 1, because it is there translated ** ad- an adrantage — See Jfissaj VI. (Second 8e- 

' ^" ' cie8)(4,Moto» 



246 APPBITBIX I. 

who wish not only to keep clear of error, but to inculcate important 
truth ; by seldom or never employing this ambiguous word without 
some explanation or caution. For if we employ, without any such 
care, terms which we must be sensible are likely to mislead, at least 
the unlearned and the unthinking, we cannot stand acquitted on the 
plea of not having directly inculcated error. 

I am persuaded that much heresy, and some infidelity, may be- 
traced in part to the neglect of this caution. It is not wonderful 
that some should be led to renounce a doctrine, which, through the 
ambiguity in question, may be represented to them as involving a 
self-contnidiction, or as leading to Tritheism ; — that others should 
insensibly slide into this very error ; — or that many more (which I 
know to be no uncommon case) should, for fear of that error, 
deliberately, and on principle, keep the doctrine of the Trinity out 
of their thoughts, as a pomt of speculative belief, to which they 
have assented once for all, but which they find it dangerous to 
dwell on ; though it is in fact the very Faith into which,' by our 
Lord's appointment, we are baptized. 

Nor should those who do understand, or at least have once 
understood, the ambiguity in question, rest satisfied that they are 
thenceforward safe from all danger in that quarter. It should be 
remembered that the thoughts are habitually influenced, through 
the force of association, by the recurrence of the ordinary sense of 
any word to the mind of those who are not especially on their guard 
against it. See " Fallacies,'' § 5. 

The correctness of & formal and deliberate Ccnfeeevm of Faith, is 
not always, of itself, a sufficient safeguard against error in the 
habUual impressions on the mind. The Romanists flatter themselves 
that they are safe from Idolatry, because they distinctly acknowledge 
the trudbi, that '* God only is to be served ; " viz. with ** Latria ; " 
though they allow Adoration, { " hyperdulia " and "dulia") to 
the Virgin and other Saints, — to Images, — and to Relics : to which 
it has been justly replied, that supposmg this distinction correct in 
itself, it would be, m practice, nugatory ; since the mass of the 
people must soon (as experience proves) lose sight of it entirely in 
their habitual devotions. 

Nor again is the habitual acknowledgment of One God, of itself 
a sufficient safeguard ; since, from the additional ambiguities of 
"One" and "Unity," (noticed in a preceding Article) we may 
gradually fall into the notion of a merely figuraJdve Unity ; such as 
unity of substance merely, (see a preceding Article) — Unity of 
purpose, — concert of action, <&c., such as is often denoted by the 
phrase "one mind." See "Samb," in this Appendix, and Disser- 
tation," Book 17, Ch. V. 

When, however, I speak of the necessity of ea^anoHons, the 
reader is requested to keep in mind, that I mean, not explanations 

1 4iV TO ovo^«, "mUo the Nane;" not '<te the Name.«> Matt. wTiii, 19. 
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of the fiature of the DeUy, but of our own use of words. On the 
one hand we must not content ourselves with merely saying that the 
whole subject is mysterious and must not be too nicely pried into ; 
while we neglect to notice the distinction between divine revelations, 
and human explanations of them; — between inquiries into the 
mysteries of the divine nature, and into the mysteries arising from 
the ambiguities of language, and of a language, too, adopted by 
uninspired men. For, whatever Scripture declares, the Christian 
is bound to receive implicitly, however unable to understand it : but 
to claim an uninquiring assent to expressions of man's framing, 
(however judiciously framed) without even an attempt to ascertain 
their meaning, is to fall into one of the worst errors of the 
Romanists. 

On the other hand, to require explanations of what God is in 
Himself, is to attempt what is beyond the reach of the human 
faculties, and foreign from the apparent design of Scripture-revela- 
tion ; which seems to be, chiefly, if not wholly, to declare to us, (at 
least to insist on among the essential articles of £iiith,) with a view 
to our practical benefit, and to the influencing of our feelings and 
conduct, not so much the intrinsic nature of the Deity, as, what He 
is and does, relatively to us. Scripture teaches us (and our Church- 
Catechism directs our attention to these points) to '* believe in Gk)d, 
who, as the Father, hath made us and all tlie world, — as the Son, 
hath redeemed us and all mankind, — as the Holy Ghost, sancH/ieth 
us, and all the elect people of God.^ And this distinction is, as I 
have said, pointed out in the very form of Baptism. Nothing, 
indeed, can be more decidedly established by Scripture, — nothing 
more indistinctly explained (except as far as relates to us) than the 
doctrine of the Trinity f nor are we perhaps capable, with our 
present faculties, of comprehending it more fully. 

In these matters, our inquiry, — at least our Jtrst inquiry, — should 
always be, what is revealed; nor, if any one refuses to adopt as an 
article of fiiith, this or that exposition, should he be understood as 
necessarily maintaining its falsittf. For we are sure that there must 
be many truths relative to the Deity, which we have no means of 
ascertaining : nor does it follow that even every truth which can be 
ascertained, must be a part of the essential faith of a Christian. 

And as it is wise to reserve for mature age, such instructions as 
are unsuitable to a puerile understanding, so, it seems the part of a 
like wisdom, to abstain, during this our state of childhood, from 
curious speculations on subjects in which even the ablest of human 
minds can but " see by means of a glass, darkly." On these, the 
Learned can have no advantage over others ; though we are apt to 

1 Hawkin-s Bfanval, p 12. 

2 Compare together for insfaiMe, tach p«8- rightly andnntood ; Lake 1, 86, and John xW, 
iges as th« following ; for it is by eotnparing 9 ; John vW, 16, 18, 26 ; Katt. xxviii. 19, 20 , 



Seriputre with 8oriptiira,not by dwelling on John xH, 7 ; Oolos. U, 9; Phil, i, 19; 1 Oor. 
iMsuiated text«, that the Word of Qod is cob« vi, 19; Kait. x, 20, and Jcba siT.SS. 
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foTget that any mysterious point inscrutable to Man, as Man, — sur- 
nassing the utmost reach of human intellect, — must be such to the 
M^rned and to the ignorant, to the wise and to the simple, alike ; — 
that in utter darkness, the strongest sight, and the weakest, are on 
a level. '' Sir, in these matters," (said one of the most eminent of 
our Reformers, respecting another mysterious point,) "I am so 
fearful, that I dare speak no further, yea almost none otherwise, 
than as the Scripture doth as it were lead me by the hand*' 

And surely it is much better thus to consult Scripture, and take 
it for a ff^ide, than to resort to it merely for confirmations, contained 
in detached texts, of the several parts of some System of Theology, 
which the student fixes on as reputed orthodox, and which is in 
fact made the guide which he permits to "lead him by the hand ; " 
while passages culled out from various parts of the Sacred Writings 
in subserviency to such system, are formed into what may be called 
an anagram of Scripture : and then, by reference to this system as 
a standard, each doctrine or discourse is readily pronounced Ortho- 
dox, or Socinian, or Arian, or Sabellian, or Nestorian, <&c.; and all 
this, on the ground that the theological scheme which the student 
has adopted is supported by Scripture. The materials indeed are 
the stones of the Temple ; but the building constructed with them 
is a fabric of human contrivance. If instead of this, too common 
procedure, students would fairly search the Scriptures with a view 
not merely to defend their opinions, but to form them, — not merely 
for arguments, but for truth, — keeping human expositions to their 
own proper purposes [See Essay YI, First Series,] and not allowing 
these to become, practically, a standard, — if, in short, they were as 
honestly desirous tohe on the side of Scripture, as they naturally 
are to have Scripture on their side, how much sounder, as well as 
more charitable, would their conclusions often be ! 

With presumptuous speculations, such as I have alluded to, many 
theologians even of those who lived near, and indeed during, the 
Apostolical times, seem to have been alike chargeable, widely as 
they differed in respect of the particular explanations adopted by each : 

Umuntrique 
Error ; Bed yariis illudit partibus." 

And it is important to remember, — what we are very liable to 
lose sight of — the circumstance, that, not only there arose grievous 
errors during the time of the Apostles, and consequently such were 
likely to exist in the times immediately following, but also that 
when these inspired guides were removed, there was no longer the 
same infallible authority to decide what was error. In the absence 
of such a guide, some errors might be received as orthodox, and 
some sound doctrines be condemned as heterodox. 

The Gnostics* introduced a theory of ^ons, or successive ema- 

1 Of thdfle, and seTural other ancient herities. we have no aeeounts but those of their appo- 
nents ; which howerer we may presume to oontaiu more or less of approzlmatioa to what waa 
usual!/ maintained 
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nations from the divine " Pleonuna" or Fullness; one of whom was 
Christ, and became incarnate in the man Jesus. ^ The Sabellians 
are reported to have described Christ as bearing the same relation 
to the Father, as the illuminating (^twtwov) quality does to the 
Sun ; while the Holy Ghost corresponded to the warming quality 
(daxviov) : or again, the Three as corresponding to the Body, Soul, 
and Spirit, of a man ; or again, to Substance, — Thought or Keason, 
— and Will or Action. The Arians again represented the Son and 
the Holy Spirit, as created Beings, but witn a certain imparted 
divinity. The Nestorians and Eutychians gave opposite, but equally 
£ftnciful and equally presumptuous explanations of the Incarnation, 
&c.,&c. 

Nor were those who were accounted orthodox, altogether exempt 
from the same £ault of presumptuous speculation. ** Who," says 
Chrysostom, " was he to whom God said. Let us make man ? who 

but he the Son of God." And Epiphanius, on the same 

passage, says, " This is the language of God to his Word." Each 
of these writers, it may be observed, in representing Ood (under 
that title) as addressing Himself to the Son as to a distinct Being 
previously to the birth of Jesus on earth, approaches very closely 
to the Arian view. And Justin Martyr, in a similar tone, expressly 
speaks of God as '' One, not in number, but in judgment or 
designs."' I will not say that such passages as these may not be 
so interpreted as to exclude every form of Tritheism ; but it is a 
dangerous thing, to use (and that, not in the heat of declamation^ 
but in a professed exposition) language of such a nature that it is a 
mere chance whether it may not lead into the most unscriptural 
errors. If the early writers had not been habitually very incautious 
in this point, that could hardly have taken place which is recorded 
respectmg the council held at Eimini, (a. d. 360) in which a 
Confession of Faith was agreed upon, which the Arians soon 
after boasted of as sanctioning their doctrine, and '' the Church," 
we are told, ''was astonished to find itself unexpectedly become 
Arian."» 

The fact is, that numberless writers, both of those who were, and 
who were not, accounted heretics, being displeased, and justly, with 
one another's explanations of the mode of existence of the Deity, 
instead of taking warning aright from the errors of their neighbors, 
sought, each, the remedy, in some other explanation, instead, con- 
cerning matters unrevealed and inexplicable by man. They found 
nothing to satisfy a metaphysical curiosity in the brief and indistinct, 
though decisive, declarations of Scripture, that ** God was in Christ, 
reconciling the World unto Himself; " — that " in Him dwelleth all 

t TheMh«ratiM Appear to have split Into a OCrer ytyc/tfif^f e»lr,irit«t 

maoy different sects, teaching Tutous modlfi- irn tov t» srivvm wtfruvrtf eioG, ««t0/tw 

cations of the same absofdltles.— Bee Bmrton*$ nf vm, &xx* mi yvi/tn ; Ac. 

Banipt9m iMtunt. 3 See Sssay VI, (Second Series), ( 2, Note B. 
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the Fullness of the Godhead, bodily;" — that '' it is Gk>d that worketh 
in us both to will and to do of his good pleasure ; " — that if we 
" keep Christ's saying. He dwelleth in us, and we, in Him ; " — that 
" if any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His ;" — and 
that " the Lord is the Spirit," &c.* They wanted something more 
full, and more philosophical, than all this; and their theology 
accordingly was " spoiled, through philosophy and vain deceit, after 
the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the World, and not 
after Christ" Hostile as they were to each other, the grand 
mistake in principle was common to many in all parties. 

And in later ages the Schoolmen kept up the same Spirit, and 
even transmitted it to Protestants. "Theology teaches," (says a 
passage in a Protestant work) " that there is m God, one Essence, 
two Processions, three Persons, four Relations, five Notions, and 
the Circumincession, which the Greeks call Perichoresis." .... 
What follows is still more to my purpose ; but I cannot bring 
myself to transcribe any further. ''Who is this that darkeneth 
counsel by words without knowledge ? " 

But the substance of great part of what I have been saying, has 
been expressed in better language than mine, in a late work, which 
displays no ordinary ability, — Mr. Douglas's Errors Regarding 
Religion, 

" The radical mistake in all these systems, whether heretical or 
orthodox, which have embroiled mankind in so many scandalous 
disputes, and absurd and pernicious opinions, proceeds from the 
disposition so natural in man of being wise above what is written. 
They are not satisfied with believing a plain declaration of the 
Saviour, * I and the Father are one.' They undertake with the 
utmost presumption and folly to explain in what manner the Father 
and the Son are one ; but man might as well attempt to take up the 
ocean in the hollow of his hand, as endeavor, by his narrow under- 
standing, to comprehend the manner of the Divine existence." . . 
. . P50. 

" Heresies, however, are not confined to the heterodox. While 
the Arians and Semi-Arians were corrupting the truth by every 
subtilty of argument and ingenious perversion of terms, the 
orthodox all the while were dogmatizing about the Divine nature 
with a profusion of words which either had no meaning, or were 
gross mistakes, or inapplicable metaphors when applied to the 
infinite and spiritual existence of God. And not content with 
using such arguments against the heretics as generally produced a 
new heresy without refuting the former one, as soon as they 
obtained the power, they expelled them from the Roman empire, 
and sent them with all the zeal which persecution confers, and 

2 Not, as iB our Tenion, **that Spirit;" apparently looking to some Tersion In which 
*0 i\ tAfff TO $rfiuM» •«^<v. In thin place, au attempt is made to express ia l4Uia tha 
•Dd also in John i, 21, our translators were force of the Greek Article. 
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which the orthodox, from their prosperity, had lost, to spread 
every variety of error amongst the nations of the barbarians. 

" Orthodoxy was become a verjr nice affair, from the rigor of 
its terms, and the perplexity of its creed, and very unlike- the 
highway for the simple, which the Gospel presents. A slip in a 
single expression was enous^h to make a man a heretic. The use 
or omission of a single word occasioned a new rent in Christianity. 
Every heresy produced a new cre^d, and every creed a new heresy. 

Never does human folly and learned ignorance appear in a 

more disgusting point of view than in these disputes of Christians 
amongst themselves ; nor does any study appear so well calculated 
to foster infidelity as the history of Christian sects, unless the 
reader be guided by light from above, and carefully distinguish the 
doctrines of the Bible from the 'miserable disputes of pretended 
Christians." — P. 63. 

To discuss this important subject more fully (or perhaps indeed 
as fully as it has been here treated of) is hardly suitable to a 
logical work : and yet the importance of attending to the ambiguity 
I have now been considering, cannot be duly appreciated, without 
offering some remarks on the subject matter with which that 
ambiguity is connected ; and such remarks again, if scantily and 
imperfectly developed, are open to cavil or mistake. I must take 
the liberty therefore of referring the reader to such works, (in 
addition to those already mentioned) both my own, and those of 
others, as contain something of a fuller statement of the same views. 
It may be added, that the views I have taken derive confirmation, 
now that they have been so long before the public, from the total 
absence (to the best of my knowledge) of all attempts at refutation ; 
especially when considered in conjunction with the strong objection 
to them which is felt hy some. -fi^. G, I have seen, in an argu- 
mentative work, a warning given to the reader against this very 
Article (by name) as containing very erroneous doctrine ; of 
which, however, no refutation at all is subjoined ; which one 
cannot but suppose any writer would have done, who had ever 
thought of, or heard of, any, even plausible arguments against the 
doctrines censured.^ — See Essays, (First Series,) Essay II, § 4, 
and Essays IV and V ; — Second Series, Essay VI, § 2, p. 199 ; 
VII, § 3 ; and IX, § 1,— Third Series, Essay II, § 1. Archbishop 
Exng*s Sermon on Predestination, ike, and Eneydop, Metrop^, 
History, chap. XXVII, p. 689, and chap. XXXIV, p. 740. 

XX. POSSIBLE. — This word, like the others of kindred mean- 
ing, relates sometimes to contingency, sometimes to potoer or 
liberty ; and these two senses are frequently confounded. In the 
first sense, we say, e. g. ** it is possible this patient may recover," 
not meaning, that it depends on his choice; but that we are not 
sure whether the event will not be such. In the other sense it is 
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"possible" to the best man to violate eyerj rule of morality; 
since, if it were out of his power to act so if he choose it, there 
would be no moral goodness in the case; though we are quite 
sure that such never tnll be his choice. — See " Impossibls." 

xxi. PREACH.— The word *' preach " has " so much slid from 

• its original sense of prodawunff as a herald, as to obscure the sense 

of every passage in which the preaching of the gospel, — (x-nfiyttttw 

to ivayytXiov,) — literally, ' proclaiming the good tidings/ occurs. 

The sacred writers constantly preserve the distinction between 

• preaching * and * teaching ; ' — * announcing,' * giving tn/brmo^um 
of an event ; ' and giving inshrucUon to believers. And our trans- 
lators have also, almost always, adhered to this distinction : though 
the word * preach,' havings in great measure acquired, in their time, 
its secondary sense, there is one passage in which they inadvertently 
so employ it. When the disciples were assembled at Troas, * to 
break bread, Paul preached unto them, and as Paul was long 
preackinff, the young man Eutychus fell down from a window, and 
was taken up dead : ' the d»axe/o/icyo; should have been rendered 

* discoursing.' To diecijdea, he did not, in the strict sense, preach. 
So also it is not our buisiness, in the strict sense, to * preach the 
gospel,' except to any who* from their tender years, or from ne- 
glected education, have never had the glad tidings announced to 
them of God's giving His Son for our salvation. Our ordinary 
occupation is not to preach (xtiftvttsw) but (6i^(fxtw) to teach 
men how to understand the Scriptures, and to apply them to their 
lives." — Discourse appended to **£ssays on the Dangers to Christian 
Faith." Pp. 264, 266. 

xxii. PRIEST.— /S'ee " Dissertation," Book IV, chap. IV, §2. 

Etymologically, the word answers to Presbyter, t. *. Elder, in 
the Christian Church, or Jewish Synagogue ; ^ and is often applied 
to the second order of Christian Ministers at the present day. But 
it is remarkable that it never occurs in this sense, in our translation 
of the Scriptures : the word ttptif^vf epos being always rendered by 
Elder ; and its derivative. Priest, always given as the translation of 
Iepcv$. This latter is an office assigned to none under ihe Gospel- 
scheme, except the ONE great High Priest, of whom the Jewish 
Priests were types, and who offered a sacrifice (that being the most 
distinguishing office of a Priest in the sense of Icpcv;) which is the 
only one under the Gospel. 

It is incalculable how much confusion has arisen from confounding 
together the two senses of the word Priest, and thence, the two 
offices themselves. 

I have enlarged accordingly on this subject in a Sermon, delivered 

1 See Vitringa on the Synagogue. The abridged translation, by Mr. Bernard* of thil 
^Pttloable work, is an important addition to oar fcheolegloal Utemtozo. 
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before the University of Oxford, and subjoined to the last edition of 
the Bampton Lectures. See also Assays, Third Series, Essay II. 

xxiii. REASON. — This word is liable to many ambiguities, of 
which I propose to notice only a few of the most important. Some- 
times it IS used to signify all the intellectual powers collectively ; in 
which sense it can hardly be said to be altogether denied to brutes ; 
since several of what we reckon intellectual processes in the human 
mind, are evidently such as some brutes are capable of. 

Reason is, however, frequently employed to denote those intellec- 
tual powers exclusively in which Man differs from brutes ; though 
what these are no one has been able precisely to define. The 
employment at will of the faculty of Abstraction seems to be the 
principal ; that being, at least, principally concerned in the use of 
Language. The Moral Faculty, or power of distinguishing right 
from wrong, (which appears also to be closely connected with 
Abstraction, without which it could not exist) is one of which 
brutes are destitute ; but then Dr. Paley and some other ethical 
writers deny it to Man also. The description given by that author 
of our discernment of good and bad conduct, {viz. as wholly 
dependent on expectation of reward and punishment, ) would in a 
great degree apply to many of the brute-creation ; especially the 
more intelligent of domestic animals, as dogs and horses. It is 
in this sense, however, that some writers speak of ^^Beasan" as 
enabling us to judge of virtue and vice ; not, as Dr. Campbell in 
his Phiksophy of Rhetoric has understood them, in the sense of 
the power of arffumetUoHon. 

Reason, however, is often used for the Faculty of carrying on 
the " third operation " of the mind ; viz. Reasoning ^ or Ratiocination. 
And it is from inattention to this ambiguity, (which has been 
repeatedly noticed in the course of the foregoing treatise,) that 
some have treated of Lo^c as the art of rightly employing the 
mental faculties in general. 

Reason is also employed to signify the Premiss or Premises of an 
Argument ; especially the Minor-Premiss ; and it is from Reason in 
this sense that the word " Reasoning " is derived. 

It is also very frequently used to signify a Cau^e ; as when we 
say, in popular lanmiage, that the '' Reason of an eclipse of the sun 
is, that the moon is interposed between it and the earth." This 
should be strictly called the cause. On the other hand, " Because'* 
(t. e, •* by- Cause") is used to introduce either the Physical Cause 
or the Logical proof: and "Therefore," "Hence," "Since," 
" Follow," " Consequence," and many other kindred words, have 
a corresponding ambiguity : e. g. ** the ground is wet, because it has 
rained ; " or " it has rained, and hence the ground is wet ; " this'is 
the assignment of the cause : again, " it has rained, because the 
ground is wet ; " " the ground is wet, and therefore it has rained : " 
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this is assigning the logical />ro^y the wetness of the ground is the 
cause, not of the rain having fallen, but of oar knowing that it has 
fallen. And this probably it is that has led to the ambiguous use 
in all languages of almost all the words relating to these two points. 
It is an ambiguity which has produced incalculable confusion of 
thought, and from which it is the harder to escape, on account of 
its extending to those very forms of expression which are introduced 
in order to clear it up. 

What adds to the confusion is, that the Cause is often employed 
as a Proof of the Effect :' as when we infer, from a great mil of 
rain, that there is, or will be, a flood ; which is at once the physical 
Effect, and the logical Conclusion. The case is just reversed, when 
from a flood we infer that the rain has fEillen. 

The more attention any one bestows on this ambiguity, the more 
extensive and important its results will appear. — See Book I, § 2. 
See also Rhetoric, Book I. 

xxiv. BEGENERATION. — This word is employed by some 
Divines to signify the actual new life and character which ought to 
distinguish the Christian ; b^ others, a release from a state of 
condemnation : — a reconciliation to God — adoption as His children, 
<&c.,' which is a necessary preliminary to the entrance on such a 
state; (but which, unhappily, is not invariably followed by it:) 
and these are, of course, as different things as a grain of seed sown, 
and " the full corn in the ear." 

Much controversy has taken place as to the time at which, and 
the circumstances under which, ** B«generation " takes place ; the 
greater part of which may be traced to this ambiguity. 

XXV. SAME (as well as " One," '* Identical," and other words 
derived from them) is used frequently in a sense very different 
from its primary one ; (as applicable to a sitigle object ;) viss. it is 
employed to denote great similarity. When several objects are 
undistinguishably alike. One single description will apply equaUy 
to any oi them ; and thence they are said to be all of one and the 
same nature, appearance, &c.: as e, g, when we say, "this house 
is built of the same stone with such another," we only mean that 
the stones are undistinguishable in their qualities ; not that the one 
building was pulled down, and the other constructed with the 
materials. Whereas Sameness, in the primary sense, does not even 
necessarily imply Similarity ; for if we say of any man that he is 
greatly altered since such a time, we understand, and indeed imply 
by the very expression, that he is One person, though different in 

1 See Fillaeies. '^ Non eaum pro causa." '< A death unto sin, and a Dew btrth unto 
Book III, $ 14. righteousneM, Itc." .... We being regen- 

2 '' BaptlBm, wherein I wm made erate, and made tby ehildren bj adoption 

a member of Christ, a child of God, and an and grace, &c. 

Inheritor of the Kingdom of Ueaven.'^ .... 
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soyeral qualities ; else it would not be he. It i» worth observing 
also that ''Same/' in the secondary sense, admits, according to 
popular usage, of degrees : we speak of two things being nearly 
the same, but not entirely; personal identity does not admit of 
decrees. 

Nothing, perhaps, has contributed more to the error of Realism 
than inattention to this ambiguity. When several persons are said 
to have One and the same opinion — thought — or idea, — many 
men, overlooking the true simple statement of the case, which is, 
that they are all thinking alike, look for something more abtruse 
and mystical, and imagine there must be some One Thing, in the 
primary sense, though not an individual, which is present at once 
m the mind of each of these persons : and thence readily sprung 
Plato's theory of Ideas ; each of which was, according to him, one 
real, eternal object, existing entire and complete in each of the 
individual objects that are known by one name. Hence, first in 
poetical mythology, and ultimately, perhaps, in popular belief. 
Fortune, Liberty, Prudence, (Minerva,) a Boundary, (Terminus,) 
and even the Mildew of Corn, (Rubigo,) &c., became personified, 
deified, and represented by Statues ; somewhat according to the 
process which is described by Swift, in his humorous manner, in 
speaking of Zeal, (in the tale of a Tub,) "how from a notion it 
became a word, and from thence, in a hot summer, ripened into a 
tangible Substance." We find Seneca thinking it necessary gravely 
to combat the position of some of his Stoical predecessors, " that 
the Cardinal Virtues are Animals ; " while the Hindoos of the 
present day from observing the similar symptoms which are known 
by the name of Small-pox, and the communication of the like from 
one patient to another, do not merely call it (as we do) o/t^ disease, 
but believe (if we may credit the accounts given) that the Small- 
pox is a Gbadess, who becomes incarnate in each infected patient. 
All these absurdities are in fact but the extreme and ultimate point 
of Realism. — See Dissertation, Book IV, Chap V. 

xxvi. SIN, in its ordinary acceptation, means some actual 
transgression, in thought, word or deed, of the moral law, or of 
a positive divine precept. It is also, what may be called, a 
theological sense, in which it is used for that sinfulness or fraiUy, 
— that liability, or proneness, to transgression, which all men 
inherit from our first parents, and which is commonly denominated 
"original " Sin ;* in which sense we find such expressions as "in 

1 Of the dtgree of this depraTity of our we are here concerned) but at to the state of 

natare yarious accounts are given; some th«/ac<. 

representing it as amounting to a total loss of ] t is worth while to notice boweTsr the eare- 

tliu moral faculty, or eTen, to a preference of lessness with which some are apt to express 

eTil for its own sake ; others making it to eon- themselTes, as if this frailty were introdueed 

sisc in a certain undue preponderance of the as a consequence of Adam*s transgression ; as 

lower propensities over the nobler sentiments, if, supposing him not firail, he wotM have lo 

Ac. But these seem to be not diflerenoes aa transgressed. 
to the sense of the word, (with which alone 
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Sin batb my mother conoeiyed me." The word seems also to be 
still further transferred, to signify the state of condemnation iiself, 
in which the children of Adam are " by nature born," in conse- 
quence of this sinful tendency in them : (or, according to some 
divines, in consequence of the very guilt of Adam's ofifense being 
actually imputed to each individual of his posterity.^) It must be 
in the sense of a " state of condemnation," that our Church, in 
her office for IniSEint Baptism, speaks of " remission of Sins," with 
reference to a child, which is no moral agent: " following the 
innocency of children," (•'. e. of iidufd Sin) being mentioned 
within a few sentences. And as it is plain that actual sin cannot, in 
the former place, be meant, so, neither can it be, in this place, 
man's proneneaa to Sin : since the baptismal office would not pray 
for, and hold out a promise of •* release " and " remission " of that 
^pwtifta €aft»ot which, according to the Article, ** remains even in 
the regenerate." 

Though all Theologians probably are aware of these distinctions, 
yet much confusion of thought has resulted from their not being 
always attended to. 

xxvii. SINCERITY and SINCERE, have a twofold meaning of 
great moral importance. Sincerity is often used to denote mere 
** reality of conviction ; " — that a man actually believes what he 
professes to believe. Sometimes again it is used to denote " unbi- 
ased conviction ; " or at least an earnest endeavor to shake off all 
prejudices, and all undue influence of wishes and passions on the 
judgment, and to decide impartially. 

It is in this latter sense that " sincerity " is justly regarded as 
so commendable a quality, that many and great errors are reckoned 
pardonable in proportion as a man has earnestly and sincerely 
endeavored to ascertain what is right and true : while he who has 
not acted thus, but has allowed himself to be biased by self-interest 
or passion, deserves no credit for the •* sincerity " (». e. reality) of 
his conviction, eve a if it should happen to be in itself a right one. 

It is a common mistake to suppose that the only influence of 
interest, party spirit, or other improper motives is to induce men to 
make professions contrary to their real conviction. But "a gift," 
as the Scriptures express it, "blinds the eyes,*' Not only the outward 
profession but the real convictions of the judgment are liable to be 
biased by such motives. In fiact " sincerity " in this sense will 
usually be the last stage of depravity ; as Aristotle has remarked in 
respect of the character of the AxoXatTf oj, — the man who from long 
indulgence in vice has so corrupted his principles as to feel no 
disapprobation of it. It is notorious that liars often bring themselves 

1 I must agmin remind the reader that I am troth or falsity of each doctrine in question, 
inquiring only into the sense in which each On the i>reseut question, see Essays on ths 
word has aetwMy been used ; not into the IHffieidtuM in ht. Amj** WHiings^ J6n«j VI. 
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by continual repetition to " credit their own lie."* And lUiiverseilly 
any one who persists in what is wrong, and in seeking excuses to 
justify it, will usually in time succeed in deceiving himself into 
the belief that it is right,^ and thus warping his conscience. 

Yet the credit due to the one kind of conscientious Sincerity is 
often (partly through this ambiguity) bestowed on the other. But 
it makes all the difference whether you pursue a certain course 
because you judge it right, or judge it to be right because you pursue 
it; — whether you follow your conscience as one follows a guide, 
or as one follows the horses in a carriage, while he himself guides 
them according to his will. 

xxriii. TENDENCY. — '* The doctrine, as mischievous as it is, 
I conceive unfounded, that since there is a tendency in population 
to increase faster than the means of subsistence, hence, the pressure 
of population against subsistence may be expected to become greater 
and greater in each successive generation, (unless new and extra- 
ordinary remedies are resorted to, ) and thus to produce a progressive 
diminution of human welfare ; — this doctrine, which some main- 
tain, in defiance of the £Eict that all civilized countries have a greater 
-proportionate amount of wealth, (in other words, a smaller popula- 
tion, in proportion to the means of subsistence) now, than formerly, 
— may be traced chiefly to an undetected ambiguity in the word 
' tendency,' which forms a part of the middle term of the argument. 
By a * tendency' towards a certain result is sometimes meant, * the 
existence of a cause which, if operating unimpeded, would produce 
that result.' In this sense, it may be said, with truth, that the 
earth, or any other body moving round a center, has a tendency 
to fly off at a tangent ; i, e. the centrifugal force operates in that 
direction, though it is controlled by the centripetal ; or, again, that 
man has a greater tendency to fall prostrate than to stand erect ; i. e, 
the attraction of gravitation and the position of the center of gravity, 
are such that the least breath of air would overset him, but for the 
voluntary exertion of muscular force : and, again, that population 
has a tendency to increase beyond subsistence ; «. e, there are in 
man propensities, which, if unrestrained, lead to that result. 

** But sometimes, again, ' a tendency towards a certain result ' is 
understood to mean ' the existence of such a state of things that 
that result may be expected to take place,* Now it is in these two 
senses that the word is used, in the two premises of the argument 
in question. But in this latter sense, the earth has a greater 
tendency to remain in its orbit than to fly off from it ; man has a 
greater tendency to stand erect than to fell prostrate ; and (as may 
be proved by comparing a more barbarous with a more civilized 
period in the history of any Country) in the progress of society, 
subsistence has a tendency to increase at a greater rate than popu- 

1 BhakfpMM— TiM TMBftit. 2 Sw Kpliei» to Rom. di. 1. 

22 
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latioii ; or at least with a continually diminishing inferioriiy. In 
this Country, for instance, much as our population has increased 
within the last five centuries, it yet bears a far less ratio to subsis- 
tence (though still a much greater than could be wished) than it 
did five hundred years ago."* But many of the writers I have 
alluded to seem to liave confounded ** an excess of increase" with 
"an increase of the excess." 

THEREFORE. — &« " Rbason," and "Wnr." 

xxix. TRUTH, in the strict logical sense, applies to proposi- 
tions, and to nothing else ; and consists in the conformity of the 
declaration made to the actual state of Uie case ; agi-eeably to 
Aldrich's definition of a " true " proposition — vera est, quae quod 
res est dicit. 

It would be an advantage if the word Trueness or Verity could 
be introduced and employed in this sense, since the word Truth is 
so often used to denote the *' true" Proposition itself, "What I 
tell you is the Truth ; the Truth of what I say shall be proved ; the 
term is here used in these two senses ; viz,, in the " concrete," and 
in the "abstract" sense.^ In like manner Falsehood is often 
opposed to truth in both these senses ; being commonly used to 
signify the quality of a false proposition. But as we have the word 
Falsity, which properly denotes this, I have thought it best, in a 
scientific treatise, always to employ it for that purpose. 

In its etymological sense, Truth signifies that which the speaker 
" trows," or believes to be the fact. The etymology of the word 
AAH&EX seems to be similar ; denoting non-conceaiment. In this 
sense it is opposed to a Lie ; and may be called Moral, as the other 
may Logical, Truth. A witness, therefore, may comply with his 
oath to speak the Truth, though it so happen that he is mistaken in 
some particular of his evidence, provided he is fully convinced that 
the thmg is as he states it. 

Truth is not unfrequently applied, in loose and inaccurate 
language to arguments; where the proper expression would be 
"correctness," "conclusiveness," or "validity." 

Truth, again, is often used in the sense of Reality, TO ON. 
People speak of the Truth or Falsity oi facts ; properly speaking, 
they are either real or fictitious : it is the statement that is true 
or " false." The " true " cause of any thing, is a common expres- 
sion ; meaning " that which may with Truth be assigned as the 
cause." The senses of Falsehood correspond. 

" Truth" in this sense of " reality," is also opposed to shadows 
— types — pictures, &c. Thus, "the Law was given by Moses, but 
grace and ' truth ' came by Jesus Christ : " for the Law had onb* a 
" shadow of good things to come." 

1 Pol. EooB. Leet. IX. pp. a«8<- 860. 2 See Book II. Ch. r, ^ I. 
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The present is an ambiguity of whicli advantage lias been oflen 
taken — through a deficiency either in candor or in clearness of 
thought — in advocating the claims of the Romish Church ; the 
ambiguity of the word Church (which see) lending its aid to the 
fallacy. " Even the Protestants/* they say, ** dare not deny ours 
to be 2^ 'true Church ; ' now there can be but 'one true Church : ' " 
(which they support by those passages of Scripture which relate to 
the collective Body of Christians in all those several Societies which 
also are called in Scripture, Churches ;) " ours therefore must be 
the true Church ; if you forsake us, you forsake the truth and the 
Church, and consequently shut yourself out from the promises of the 
Gospel." Those who are of a logical and accurate turn of mind 
will easily perceive that the sense in which the Romish Church is 
admitted by her opponents to be a true Church, is that of reality; — 
it is a recUf not a pretended Church; — it may be truly said to be a 
Church. The sense in which the concession is sometimes made use 
of, is that of a Church teaching true doctrines ; which was never 
conceded to the Church of Rome by Protestants ; who hold, that a 
Church may err without ceasing to be a Church. 

" The Church is one^, then, not, as consisting of One Society, 
but because the various societies or Churches were then modeled, 
and ought still to be so, on the same principles ; and because they 
enjoy common privileges, — one Lord, one Spirit, one baptism. 
Accordingly, the Holy Ghost, through His agents the Apostles, has 
not left any detailed account of the formation of any' Christian 
society ; but He has very distinctly marked the great principles on 
which all were to be founded, whatever distmctions may exist 
amongst them. In short, the foundation of the Church by the 
Apostles was not analogous to the work of Romulus or Solon ; 
it was not, properly, the foundation of Christian societies which 
occupied them, but the establishment of the principles on which 
Christians in all ages might form societies for themselves. 

" The above account is sufficiently established even by the mere 
negative circumstance of the absence of all mention in the Sacred 
Writings of any one Society on earth, having a Gk)vemment and 
officers of its own, and recognized as the Catholic or Universal 
Church : especially when' it is considered that the frequent mention 
of the particular Churches at JerusaleiPjj Antioch, Rome, Corinth, 
Ac. — of the Seven Churches in Asia, — and of ' the care of all the 
Churches* which Paul had founded, would have rendered unavoida- 
ble the notice of the One Church (had there been any such) which 
bore rule over all the rest, either as i^ 8\^bj[ects, or as provincial 
departments of it."' 

UNITY. — Ae^ONB." 

1 8m *' Cm.** S '* SMjt on Um Sufoi,'* Iba Not* A, pp. lOO, ITQi 
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WHENCE. — See "Why," and "Rbasok." 

XXX. WHY ? — As an intexrogatiTe, this word is employed in three 
senses: viz. "By what proof?" (or Reason.) ** From what Cause?" 
•* For what purpose? This last is commonly called the "final 
cause." jS, G, " Why is this prisoner guilty of the crime? " 
"Why does a stone fell to the earth?" "Why did you go to 
London?" Much confusion has arisen from not distinguishing 
these different inquiries. See Bbabon, 



N. B. As the words which follow are all of them connected 
together in their significations, and as the explanations of their 
ambiguities have been furnished by the kindness of the Professor of 
Political Economy, it seemed advisable to place them by themselves, 
and in the order in which they appeared to him most naturally to 
arrange themselves. 

The foundation of Political Economy being a few general proposi- 
tions deduced from observations or from consciousness, and generally 
admitted as soon as stated, it might have been ex})ected that there 
would be as little difference of opinion among Political-Economists 
as among Mathematicians; that, being agreed in their premises, 
they could not differ in their conclusions, but through some error 
in reasoning, so palpable as to be readily detected. And if they had 
possessed a vocabulary of general terms as precisely defined as the 
mathematical, this would probably have been the case. But as the 
terms of this Science are drawn from common discourse, and sel- 
dom carefully defined by the writers who employ them, hardly one of 
them has any settled and invariable meaning, and their ambiguities 
are perpetually overlooked. The principal terms are only seven : 
viz, Valub, Wealth, Labor, Capital, Kbnt, Wages, Profits. 

1. VALUE. As value is the only relation vrith which Political 
Economy is conversant, we might exfject all Economists to be agreed 
as to its meaning. There is no subject as to which they are less 
agreed. 

The popular, and far the most convenient, use of the word, is to 
signify the capacity of being given and received in exchange. So 
defined, it expresses a relation. The value of any one thing must 
consist in the several qualities of all other things which can be 
obtained in exchange for it, and never can remain fixed for an 
instant. Most writers admit the propriety of this definition at the 
outset, but they scarcely ever adhere t^ it. 
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Adam Smith defines Value to mean eithec the tUiltiif of a particular 
object, or the power oipurchmng o^^r goods which the possession 
of that object conveys. The first he calls "Value in use," the 
second " Value in exchange." But he soon afterwards says, that 
equal quantities of labor at all times and places are of equal Value 
to the laborer, whatever may be the quantity of goods he receives 
in return for them ; and that labor never varies in its own Value. 
It is clear that he affixed, or thought he had affixed, some other 
meanmg to the word ; as the first of these propositions is contra- 
dictory, and the second false, whichever of his two definitions we 
adopt. 

Mr. Bicardo appears to set out £y admitting Adam Smith's 
definition of Value in exchange. But in the greater part of his 
" Principles of Political Economy," he uses the word as synonymous 
with Cost : and by this one ambiguity has rendered his great work 
a long enigma. 

Mr. Malthus* defines vatue to be the power of purchasing. In 
the very next page he distin^ishes absolute from relative value, a 
distinction contradictory to his definition of the term, as expressive 
of a relation, 

Mr. M'Culloch^ distinguishes between real and exchangeable, or 
relative value. And in his nomenclature, the exchangeable, or rela- 
tive. Value of a commodity, consists in its capacity of purchasing ; 
its real Value in the quantity of labor required for its production 
or appropriation. 

All these differences appear to arise from a confusion of cause 
and effect. Having decided that commodities are Valuable in 
proportion to the labor they have respectively cost, it was natural 
to call that labor their Value. 

2. WEALTH. Lord Lauderdale has defined Wealth to be "all 
-that man desires." Mr. Malthus,'" those material objects which are 
necessary, useful, or agreeable." Adam Smith confines the term 
to that portion of the results of land and labor which is capable of 
being accumulated. The French Economists, to the net product of 
land. Mr. M'Culloch^ and Mr. Storch,^ to those material products 
which have exchangeable value ; according to Colonel Torrens' it 
consists of articles which possess utility, and are produced by some 
portion of voluntary effort. M. Say^ divides wealth into natural 
and social, and applies the latter term to whatever is susceptible of 
exchange. 

It will be observed that the principal difference between these 

1 " MeMan of Valoe^" p. 1. 5 "Ooun d'Heonomie PoUtiqiie,'' Torn* Is 

2 " PrinoiplM of PoUdcal Asonomy.^ > Pari p. 9L Paris edit. 

JU, Met. L ^ 6 •< ProdaotiOB of Woalfch, " p. 1. 

8 ''Principles of Political )Seooom7,*«p.2& 7 "Tirak6 d'Sooaonis PoL" Lir. II, 

4 '* Snpplement to tb« Sno/clo^Mift Btlt- Chap. II. 
anniea," Vol. VI» p. 217. 



262 APPvsmx i* 

definitions consists in the admission or rejection of tihe qualifications 
<* exchangeable/' and, "material."* 

It were well \i the ambiguities of this word had done no more 
than puzzle philosophers. One of them gave birth to the mercantile 
system. In common language, to grow rich is to get money ; to 
diminish in fortune is to lose money : a rich man is said to have a 
great deal of money ; a poor man, very little : and the terms Wealth 
and Money are in short employed as synonymous. In consequence 
of these popular notions (to use the words of Adam Smith) all the 
different nations of Europe have studied every means of accumu- 
lating gold and silver in their respective countries. This they have 
attempted by prohibiting the exportation of money, and by giving 
bounties on the exportation, and imposing restrictions on the 
importation, of other commodities, in the hope of producing what 
has been called a " &vorable balance of trade ; " that is, a trade in 
which, the imports being always of less value than the exports, the 
difiference is paid in money. A conduct as wise as that of a 
tradesman who should part with his goods only for money ; and 
instead of employing their price in paying his workmen's wages, or 
replacing his stock, should keep it torever in his till. The attempt 
to force such a trade has been as vain, as the trade, if it could have 
been obtained, would have been mischievous. But the results 
have been fraud, punishment, and poverty at home, and discord 
and war without. It has made nations consider the Wealth of their 
customers a source of loss instead of profit ; and an advantageous 
market a curse instead of a blessing. By inducing them to refuse 
to profit by the peculiar advantages in climate, soil, or industry, 
possessed by their neighbors, it has forced them in a great measure 
to give up their own. It has for centuries done more, and perhaps 
for centuries to come will do more, to retard the improvement of 
Europe than all other causes put together. 

3. LABOR. — The word Labor signifies both the cu^ of laboring, 
and the restdi of that act. It is used in the first sense when we talk 
of the wages of labor ; in the second when we talk of accumulated 
labor. When used to express the act of laboring, it may appear 
to have a precise sense, but it is still subject to some ambiguity. 
Say's definition' is "action suivie, dirigee vers unbut;" Storch's,* 
" Paction des &cultes humaines dirigee vers un but utile." These 
definitions include a walk taken for the purposes of health, and even 
the exertions of an agreeable converser. 

1 "In many cases where an exchange really li^hing. It is plain, howerer, on a moment'a 

takesplace, the fact is liable (till the attention thought, that the transaction is as real an 

if called to it) to be OTerlooked, in conse- exchange, as that whieh takes place between 

gnenee of our not seeing any actual transfer the bookseller and his customers %ho buy 

Rom liand to hand of a material object. For copies of the work." — J«Ura<l. to Pol. Scoh, 

inttanoe. when the copyright of a l>ook is Lsot. I. 

■old to a bookseUer. the article transferred is 2 " Trait^." fro. Tome II, p. 606. 

«ot the mere paper coyered with writing, but 8 ** Oours,'* he. Ut. I, Ohap. IV. 
ihe exobuiTe primlegt of printing and pdb« 
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The great defect of Adam Smith, and of our own economists in 
general, is the want of definitions. There, is perhaps, no definition 
of Labor by any British Economist. If Adam Smith had framed 
one, he would probably have struck out his celebrated distinction 
between "productive" and "unproductive" laborers; for it is 
difficult to conceive any definition of Labor which will admit the 
epithet " unproductive " to be applied to any of its subdivisions, 
excepting that of misdirected labor. On the other hand, if Mr. 
M'CuUoch or Mr. Mill had defined Labor they would scarcely have 
applied that term to the growth of a tree or the improvement of 
wine in a cellar. 

4. CAPITAL. — This word, as mi^ht have been expected, from 
the coniplezity of the notions which it implies, has been used in 
very different senses. 

It is, as usual, undefined by Adam Smith. The general meaning 
which he attached to it will however appear from his enumeration 
of its species. He divides it* into Fixed and Circulating : including 
in the first what the capitalist retains, in the second what he parts 
with. F^ed Capital he subdivides into — 1 . Machinery ; 2. Shops 
and other buildings used for trade or manufacture ; 3. Improvements 
of Land ; 4. Knowledge and Skill. Circtdating Capital he subdi- 
vides into — 1. Money ; 2. Provisions in the hands of the provision- 
venders : 3. Unfinished materials of manufacture ; 4. Finished work 
in the hands of the merchant or manufacturer ; such as furniture in 
a (iabinet-maker's shop, or trinkets in that of a jeweller. 

The following is a list of the definitions adopted by some of the 
most eminent subsequent economists : 

Ricardo' — "that part of the wealth of a country which is 
employed in production ; consisting of food, clothing, tools, raw 
materials, machinery, <fec., necessary to give eflfect to labor." 

Malthus' — " that portion of the material possessions of a country 
which is destined to be employed with a view to profit," 

Say^ — "accumulation de valeurs soustraites a la consomption 
improductive." Chap. III. " Machinery, necessaries of the work- 
man, materials." 

Storch* — "un fonds de richesses destine k la production ma- 
t^rielle." 

M'CuUoch* — "that portion of the produce of industry which 
can be made directly available to support human existence or 
facilitate production." 

Miir — " something produced, for the purpose of being employed 
as the mean towards a further production." 

1 Book n, Chap. I. 4 « Tralt^," fto. Tome IT, p. 164. 

2 "Principles of PoUtleal Xeonomy," p. 6 *<Gonn," fte. LiT. II, Chap. 1. 
((8. 8d edit. 6 " Principles," he. p. 92. 

8 '* PriMlplei,'* fto. p. 998. 



6 " Principles," fto. p. 92. 

7 ** Ktemente,^* fte. p. l9, 8d < 
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Tonens'-— *"thofle things on wbich labor has been bestowed, 
and which are destined, not for the immediate supply of our wants, 
but to aid us in obtaining other articles of utilitj." 

It is obvious that few of these definitions exacdj coincide. Adam 
Smith's (as implied in his use of the term ; for he gives no formal 
definition) excludes the necessaries of the laborer, when in his own 
possession; all the rest (and perhaps with better reason) admit 
them. On the other hand, Adam Smith admits ^and in that he 
seems to be right) those things which are incapable of productive 
consumption, provided they have not yet reached their consumers. 
All the other definitions, except perhaps that of Mr. Malthus, which 
is ambiraous, are subject to the inconsistency of affirming that a 
diamond, and the gold into which it is to be set, are Capital while 
the jeweller keeps them separate, but cease to be so when he has 
formed them into a ring ; almost i^ of them, also, pointedly exclude 
knowledge and skill. The most objectionable, perhaps, is that of 
Mr. M'Culloch, which, while it excludes all the finished contents 
of a jeweller's shop, would include a racing stud. 

Adam Smith, however, is far from being consistent in his use of 
the word ; thus, in the beginning of his second book he states, that 
all Capitals are destined for the maintenance of productive labor 
only. It is difficult to see what labor is maintained by what is to 
be unproductively consumed. 

6. RENT. 6. WAGES. 7. PROFIT. 

Adam Smith first divided revenue into Rent, Wages, and Profit ; 
and his division has been generally followed. The following 
definitions will best show the degree of precision with which these 
three terms have been employed. 

Adam Smith. 

1. Rent. What is paid for the license to gather the produce of 
the land. — Book I, Chap. VI. 

2. Wages. The price of labor. — Book I, Chap. V. 

3. Profit. The revenue derived from stock by the person who 
manages or employs it. — Book I, Chap VI. 

Sat. ( Traite d'Hconomie PolUique. ) 4^me Edit. 

1. Rent. Le profit r6sultant du ser*rice productif de la terre. 

— Tome II. p. 169. 

2. Wages. Le prix d I'achat d'un service productif industriel. 

— Tome II. p. 603. 

3. Profit. La portion de la valeur produite, retiree par le capi- 
taliste. — Tome I. p. 71, subdivided into int^r^t, profit industriel, 
and profit capital. 

1 ** Prodacti6n of Wm1U||» p. 5. 
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Stqrcr. (Oours d'Eeammie PoUHque.) Paris, 1823. 

1 . Rent. Le priz qu'on paye pour Pusage d'un fonds de terre. 
— Tome I, p. 364. 

2. Wages. Le prix du travail. — p. 283. 

3. Profit. The returns to capital are considered by Storch, under 
the heads, rente de capital, and profit d'lentrepreneur. The first 
he divides into lover, the hire of fixed capital, and int^r^t, that of 
circulating capital. The second he considers as composed of, 1st, 
remuneration for the use of capital ; 2d, assurance against risk ; 
3d, remuneration for trouble. — Liv. Ill, Chap. II, YIII, XIII. 

SisMONDt. (N<nive€M Prineipes, ^o.) 

1. Rent. La part de la r6colte annuelle du sol qui revientau 
propri^taire apr6s qu 'il a acquitt6 les frais (|ui Tout fait naitre ; 
and he analyzes rent into, 1st, la compensation du travail de la 
terre: 2d, le prix de monopole: 3d, la mieux valeur que le 
propri^taire obtient par la comparaison d'une terre de nature 
8up6rieure 4 une terre infferieure : 4th, \e r^venu des capitaux 
qu'il a fix^s luimdme sur la terre, et ne peut plus en retirer. -^ 
Tome I, p. 280. 

2. Wages. Le prix du travail. — p. 91. 

3. Profit. La valeur dont Touvrage achev^ surpasse les avances 
qui I'ont fait fiure. L'avantage qui results des travaux passes. 
Subdivided into int6r^t and profit mercantile. — p. 94, 369. 

Maltbus. {Principles, 4bc.) 

1. Rent. Thai portion of the value of the whole produce of land 
which remains to the owner after payment of all the out-goings 
of cultivation, including average profits on the capital employed. 
The excess of price above wages and profits. — p. 134. 

2. Wages. The remuneration of the laborer for his personal 
exertions. — p. 240. 

3. Profit* The difference between the value of the advances 
necessary to produce a commodity, and the value of the commodity 
when produced.— p. 293. 

Mill. (MemenU, Ac.) 3d. Ed. 

1. Rent. The difference between tiie return made to the most 
productive, and that which is made to the least productive portion 
of capital employed on the land. — - p. 33. 

2. Wages. The price of the laborer's share of the commodity 
produced. — p. 41. 

Z3 
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3. Profit The shave of the joint produce of labor and stock 
which is received by the owner of stock after replacing the capital 
consumed. The portion of the whole annual produce which remains 
after deducting rent and wages. Remuneration of hoarded labor. 
— Chap. II, III. 

ToBBXNS. (Cam Trade.) 3d. Ed. 

1. Rent. That part of the produce which is given to the land- 
proprietor for the use of the soil. — p. 130. 

2. Wages. The article of wealth which the laborer receives in 
exchange for his labor. — p 130. 

3. Profit The excess of value which the finished work possesses 
above the value of the material, implements, and subsistence 
expended. The surplus remaining after the cost of production has 
been replaced. — FroduetUm pf WeaUh, p. 83. 

M'CuUiOGH* (Frindplea, &c.) 

1. Rent. That portion of the produce of the earth which is paid 
by the &rmer to the landlord for the use of the natural and inherent 
powers of the soil. — p. 265» 

2. Wages. The compensation paid to laborers in return for their 
services. — ^ssay on Bate of Wages , p. 1. 

3. Profit The excess of the commodities produced by the 
expenditure of a given quantity of capital, over that quantity of 
capital — Prindplee, p. 366. 

RiCARDO. (Principles, <&g.) 3d. Ed. 

1. Rent That portion of the produce of tlte earth whioh is paid 
to the landlord for the use of the original and indestructible powers 
of the soil. — p. 63. 

2. Wages. The laborer's proportion of the produce. — Chap, V. 

3. Profit The capitalist's proportion of the produce. — Chap. VI. 

The first observation to be made on these definitions, is, that the 
Rent of land, which is only a species of an extensive genus, is used 
as a genus, and that its cognate species are either omitted, or inclu- 
ded under genera to which they do not properly belong. Wages 
and Profits are of human creation : they imply a sacrifice of ease or 
immediate enjoyment, and bear a ratio to that sacrifice which is 
indicated by the common expressions of 'Uhe rate of wages," and 
the ** rate of profits :" a ratio which has a strong tendency to uni- 
formity. But there is another and a very large source of revenue 
which is not the creation of man, but of nature ; which owes its 
origin, not to the will of its possessor, but to accident; which implies 
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no sacrifice, has no tendency to uniformity, and to whicli the term 
" rate" is seldom applied. 

This revenue arises from the ezclusiye right to some instrument 
of production, enabling the employment of a giyen amount of labor 
or capital to be more than usually productive. The principal of 
these instruments is land ; but all extraordinary powers of body or 
mind, — all processes in manuCacture which are jprotected by secrecy 
or by law, — all peculiar advantages from situation or connection, — 
in short, every instrument of production which is not universally 
accessible, affords a revenue distinct in its origin from Wages or 
Profits, and of which the Rent of land is only a species. In the 
classification of revenues, either Rent ought to have been omitted 
^ a genus, and considered only as an anomalous interruption of the 
general uniformity of wages and profits, or all the accidental sources 
of revenue ought to have been included in one genus, of which the 
Rent of land would have formed the principal species. 

Another remark is, that almost all these aefinitions of Profit 
include the toages of the lobar of the Capitalist, The continental 
Economists have in general been aware of this, and have pointed it 
out in their analyses of the component part of Profit. The British 
Economists have seldom entered into this analysis, and the want of 
it has been a great cause of obscurity. 

On the other hand, much of what properly belongs to Profit and 
Rent is generally included under Wages. Almost all Economists 
consider the members of the liberal professions under the class of 
laborers. The whole subsistence of such persons, observes Mr. 
M'CuUoch,^ is derived from Wages; and they are as evidently 
laborers as if they handled the spade or the plough. But it should be 
considered, that those who are engaged in any occupation requiring 
more sldll than that of a common husbandman, must have expended 
capital, more or less, on the acquisition of their skill ; their educa- 
tion must have cost something in every case, from that of the 
handicraft apprentice, to that of the legal or medical student ; and 
a Profit on wis outky is of course looked for, as in other disburse- 
ments of capital ; and the higher profit, in proportion to the risk ; 
viz. the uncertainty of a man's success in his business. Part, 
therefore, and generally far the greater part, of what has been 
reckoned the wages of his labor ou^ht more properly to be reck- 
oned profits on the capital expended in fitting him for that particular 
kind of hibor. And a^in, all the excess of ^ins acquired by 
one possessing extraordinary talents, opportunities, or patronage 
(since these correspond to the possession of land, — of a patent- 
right, — or other monopoly, — of a secret, ^c.) may be more 
properly regarded as Rent than as Wa^s. 

Another most fruitful source of ambiguity arises from the use of 

1 (*PrineIple8/'lbo. p. 228. 
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the word Wages, sometimes as expressing a guanHiy, somelames as 
expressinfi; a proportion. 

In ordinary language, Wagres means the amount 4f some com- 
modiiy, generally of silver, given to the laborer in return for a 
given exertion ; and they rise or fall, as that aoftount is increased 
or diminished. 

In the language of Mr. Ricardo, they usually mean the laborer's 
proportion of to£tf is produced, supposing that produce to be divided 
between him and the Capitalist. In this sense they generally rise 
as the whole produce is diminished ; though if the word be used in 
the other sense, they generally fall. If Mr. Ricardo had constantly 
used the word '^ Wages,'' to express a proportion, the only incon- 
venience would have been the necessity of always translating this 
expression into common language. But he is not consistent. 
When he says,' that ** whatever raises the Wages of labor lowers 
the Profits of stock," he considers Wages as a proportion. When 
he says,' that '' high Wages encourage population ; " he considers 
wages as an amouni. £ven Mr, M'Cuiloch, who has clearly 
expkined the ambiguity, has not escaped it. He has even suffered 
it to affect his reasonings. In his valuable essay, *' On the Rate of 
Wages," ' he admits that "when Wages are high, the Capitalist has 
to pay a larger share of the produce of industry to his laborers." 
An admission utterly inconsie^nt with his general use of the word, 
as expressing the €anaunt of what the laborer receives, which, as 
he Ims hinc^lf observed,* may increase while his proportion 
diminishes. 

A few only have been noticed of the ambiguities which attach to 
the seven terms that have been selected ; and these terms have been 
fixed on, not as the most ambiguous, but as the most important, in 
the political nomenolatnre. '' Supply and Demand," " Productive 
and Unproductive," " Overtrading,'* and very many others, both 
in political economy, and in other subjects, which are often used 
without any more explanation, or any more suspicion of their 
requiring it, than the words '* triangle " or ** twenty," aie perhaps 
even more lin^e to ambiguities than those above treated of. But 
it is sufficient for the purpose of this Appendix to have noticed, by 
way of specimens, a few of the most remarkable terms in several 
different branches of knowledge, in order to show both the 
frequency of an ambiguous use of language, and the importance 
of clearing up such ambiguity. 

1 «> Principles," fto., p. 812. 8 P. 16L 

SnM.p.lS. 4P.866. 
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No. IL 

MISCELLANEOUS EXAMPLES FOB, THE BXEECISE OF LEARNERS. 

N. 6. In such of the following Examples as are not in a syllogistic 
form, it is intended that the student should practice the reduction 
of them into that form : those of them, that is, in which the 
reasoning is in itself sound : viz. where it is impossible to admit 
the Premises and deny the Conclusion. Of such as are apparent 
Syllogisms, the validity must be tried by logical rules, which 
it may be advisable to apply in the following order: 1st. 
Observe whether the argument be Categorical or Hypothetical ; 
recollecting that an hypothetical Premiss does not necessarily 
imply an hypothetical Syllogism, unless the reasoning turns 
on the h^rpothesis. If this appear to be the case, the rules for 
hypothetical Syllogisms must be applied. 2dly. If the argument 
be categorical, count the terms. 3dly. If only three, observe 
whether the Middle be distributed. 4thly. Observe whether the 
Premises are both negative ; t. e, really, and not in appearance 
only, ) and if one is, whether the Conclusion be negative also ; or 
affirmative, if both Premises affirmative. 5thly. Observe what 
terms are Distributed in the conclusion, and whether the same 
are distributed in the Premises. 6thly. If the Syllogism is not a 
Categorical in the first Figure, reduce it to that form. 



1. Ko one is free who is enslaved by his appetites : a sensualist 
is enslaved by his appetites : therefore a sensualist is not free. 

2. None but Whites are civilized : the ancient Oermaas were 
Whites : therefore they were civilized. 

3. None but Whites are civilized : the Hindooa are not Whites : 
therefore they are not civilized. 

4. None but civilized people are Whites : the GauU were Whites : 
therefore they were civilized. 
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6. No one is rich who has not enough : no miser has enough': 
therefore no miser is rich. 

6. If penal laws against Papists were enforced, they would be 
aggrieved : but penal laws a^inst them are not enforced : therefore 
the Papists are not aggrieved. 

7. If all testimony to miracles is to be admitted, the popish 
leeends are to be believed : but the jpopish legends are not to be 
believed : therefore no testimony to miracles is to be admitted. 

8. If men are not likely to be influenced in the performance of a 
known duty by taking an oath to perform it, the oaths commonly 
administered are superfluous : if they are likely to be so influenced, 
every one should be made to take an oath to behave rightly 
throughout his life ; but one or the other of these must be the case : 
therefore either the oaths commonly administered are superfluous, 
or every man should be made to take an oath to behave rightly 
throughout his life. 

9. The Scriptures must be admitted to be agreeable to truth ; 
and the Church of England is confornutble to the Scriptures ; A B, 
is a divine of the Church of England ; and this opinion is in 
accordance with his sentiments : therefore it must be presumed to 
be true. 

10. Enoch (according to the testimony of Scripture,) pleased 
Gk>d ; but without faith it is impossible to please Him ; (for he that 
Cometh to God must believe that He is, and that He is a rewarder 
of them that diligently seek Him): therefore, &c. 

11. "If Abraham were justified by works, then had he whereof 

to glory [hmfon Ood :] but UOt [any one can liaTe whereof to glory] before Qod ; " 

therefore Abraham was not justified by works. 

12. '< He that is of God heareth my words : ye therefore hear 
them not, because ye are not of God." 

13. Few treatises of science convey important truths, without 
any intermixture of error, in a perspicuous and interesting form : 
and therefore, though a treatise would deserve much attention 
which should possess such excellence, it is plain that few treatises 
of science do deserve much attention. 

14. We are bound to set apart one day in seven for religious 
duties, if the fourth commandment is obli^tory on us : but we are 
bound to set apart one day in seven for religious duties ; and hence 
it appears that the fourth commandment is obligatory on us. 

15. Abstinence from the eating of blood had reference to the 
divine institution of sacrifices : one of the precepts delivered to Noah 
was abstinence from the eating of blood ; therefore one of the pre- 
cepts delivered to Noah contained the divine institution of sacrifices. 

16. If expiatory sacrifices were divinely appointed before the 
Mosaic law, they must have been expiatory, not of ceremonial sin 
(which could not then exist), but of moral sin : if so, the LeviUcal 
sacrifices must have had no less efficacy * and in that case* the 
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atonements tinder the Mosaic law would have <* made the comers 
thereunto perfect as pertaining to the conscience ; " but this was 
not the case : therefore, <fec. [OaTison on Prophwy.] 

17. The adoration of images is forbidden to Christians, if we 
suppose the Mosiac law designed not for the Israelites alone, but for 
all men : it was designed, however, for the Israelites alone, and not 
for all men : therefore the adoration of images is not forbidden to 
Christians. 

18. A desire to gain by another's loss is a violation of the tenth 
commandment : all gaming, therefore, since it implies a desire to 
profit at the expense of another, involves a breach of the tenth 
commandment. 

19. All the fish that the net enclosed were an indiscriminate 
mixture of various kinds : those that were set aside and saved as 
valuable, were fish, that the net enclosed : therefore those that were 
set aside, and saved as valuable, were an indiscriminate mixture 
of various kinds. 

20. All the elect are finally saved : such persons as are arbitrarily 
separated from the rest of mankind by the divine decree are the 
elect : therefore such persons as are arbitrarily separated from the 
rest of mankind by the divine decree, are finally saved. [The op. 

poD«nta of this Conoluaion genankUy deny the Minor Premiss and admit the Major; the 
reverse would be the more sound and the more effectual objecMon.] 

21. No one who lives with another on terms of confidence is 
justified, on any pretence, in killing him : Brutus lived on terms of 
confidence with Caesar : therefore he was not justified, on the 
pretence he pleaded, in killing him. 

22. He that destroys a man who usurps despotic power in a free 
country deserves well of his countrymen : Brutus destroyed Caesar, 
who usurped despotic power in Rome : therefore he deserved well 
of the Romans. 

23. If virtue is voluntary, vice is voluntary : virtue is voluntary : 
therefore so is vice. [AHsth.itth.B.iii.] 

24. A wise lawgiver must either recognize the rewards and 
punishments of a future state, or must be able to appeal to an 
extraordinary Providence, dispensing them regularly in this life ; 
Moses did not do the former : therefore he must have done the 

latter. [Warburton.] 

26. Nothing which is of less frequent occurrence than the falsity 
of testimony can be feirly established by testimony : any extraordi- 
nary and unusual fact is a thing of less frequent occurrence than the 
falsity of testimony (that being very common): therefore no extra- 
ordinary and unusual fact can be fairly established by testimony. 

26. Testimony is a kind of evidence which is very likely to be 
false : the evidence on which most men believe that there are pyra- 
mids in Egypt is testimony : therefore the evidence on which most 
men believe that there are pyramids in Egypt is very likely to be 
&lse. 
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27. The religion of ike ancient Greeks and Bomana was a tiasiie 

of extravagant Iftbles aod groundless superstitions, credited by the 
vulgar and the weak, and maintained by the more enlightened, from 
selfish or political views : the same was clearlj the case with the 
religion of the Egyptians : the same may be said of the Brahminical 
worship of India, and the religion of Fo, professed by the Chinese : 
the same, of the romantic myUiologieal system of the Peruvians, of 
the stem and bloody rites of the Mexicans, and those of the Britons 
and of the Saxons : hence we may conclude that all systems of 
religion, however varied in circumstances, agree in being supersti* 
tions kept up among the vulgar, from interested or political views in 
the more enlightened classes. [Sm DisMrtation, ch»p. i, $ 3.] 

28. No man can possess power to perform impossibilities ; a 
miracle is an impossibility : therefore no man can possess power to 

perform a miracle. [See Appe&diz, Art «< Inyoarible."} 

29. A, B, and C, D, are each of them equal to £, F : therefore 
they are equal to each other. 

30. Protection from punishment is plainly due to the innocent ; 
therefore, as you maintain that this person ought not to be punished, 
it appears that you are convinced of his innocence. 

31. All the most bitter persecutions have been religious persecu- 
tions : among the most bitter persecutions were those which occurred 
in France during the revolution : therefore they must have been 
religious persecutions. 

32. He who cannot possibly act otherwise than he does, has 
neither merit nor demerit in his action : a liberal and benevolent 
man cannot possibly act otherwise than he does in relieving the 
poor : therefore such a man has neither merit nor demerit in his 

action. [S«« Appeadlx, Art. " Imporaible."] 

33. What happens every day is not improbable : some things 
against which the chances are many thousands to one, happen every 
day ; therefore some things against which the chances are many 
thousands to one, are not improbable. 

34. The early and general assignment of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews to Paul as its author, must have been either from its 
professing to be his, and containing his name, or from its really 
oeing his ; since, therefore, the former of these is not the fact, the 
EpisUe must be Paul's. 

36. <' With some of them God was not well pleased ; for they 
were overthrown in the wilderness." 

36. A sensualist wishes to enjoy perpetual gratifications without 
satiety : it is impossible to enjoy perpetual gratifications without 
satiety: therefore it is impossible for a sensualist to obtain his 
wish. 

37. If Paley's system is to be received, one who has no know- 
ledge of a future state has no means of distinguishing virtue and 
vice : now one who has no means of distinguishing virtue and vice 
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can eommit no sin : therefore, if Paley'ft system is to be received^ 
one who has no knowledge of a future state can commit no sin. 

38. The principles of justice are rariable : the appointments of 
nature are mvariable: therefore the principles of justice are no 
appointment of nature. [Adit. JWk. b. yo 

39. Every one desires happiness : virtue is happiness : therefore 
every one desires virtue. [Arist. mh. b. m.] 

40. A story is not to be believed, the reporters of which give 
contradictory accounts of it ; the story of die life and exploits of 
Buonaparte is of this descripdon : therefore it is not to be believed. 

[&«B. !,$&] 

41. When the observance of the first day of the week as a 
religious festival in commemoration of Christ's resurrection, was 
first introduced, it must have been a novelty : when it was a nov- 
elty, it must have attracted notice : when it attracted notice, it 
would lead to inquiry respecting the truth of the resurrection : 
when it led to this inquiry, it must have exposed the story as an 
imposture, supposing it not attested by living witnesses : therefore, 
when the observance of the first day of the week, Ac, was first 
introduced, it must have eJ!:posed as an imposture the story of the 
resurrection, supposing it not attested by living witnesses. 

42. All the miracles of Jesus would fill more books than the 
world could contain ; the things related by the Evangelists are the 
miracles of Jesus ; therefore the things related by the Evangelists 
would fill more books than the world could contain. 

43. If the prophecies of the Old Testament had been written 
without knowledge of the events of the time of Christ, they could 
not correspond with them exactly ; and if they had been forged by 
Christians, they would not be preserved and acknowledged by the 
Jews : they are preserved and acknowledged by the Jews, and they 
correspond exactly with the evente of the time of Christ : therefore 
they were neither written without knowledge of those events, nor 
were forged by Christians. 

44. Of two evils the less is to be preferred: occasional turbulence, 
therefore, being a less evil than rigid despotism, is to be preferred 
to it. 

45. According to theologians, a man must possess faith in order 
to be acceptable to the Deity : now he who believes all the &bles of 
the Hindoo mythology must possess faith : therefore such an one 
must, according to theologians, be acceptable to the Deity, 

46. If Abraham were justified, it must have been either by faith 
or by works : now he was not justified by faith, (according to James) 
nor by works, (according to Paul): therefore Abraham was not 
justified. 

47. No evil should be allowed that ^ood may cmne of it : all 
punishment is an evil : therefore no punishment should be allowed 
that good may come of it. 
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48. Repentance is a good thing : wicked men abound in repen- 
tance [Arist. xth. B. IS]: therefore wicked men abound in what is good. 

49. A person infected with the plague will (probably) die [mppon 
tfaiw in ty or tiMiafcettd dit]: this man is (probably) infected with the 
plague [rappoM it an •wa ehum]: therefore he will (probably) die. 

^iMry. Wlwt is ths UBOvnt of thi* probobUi^? Again, rappooe the probaUUty of tho 
ini^tobo(iiistMidof|) |,uidof tbomiiior,(iaftMdof |,)tobe|, QiMry. What wOl be tho 
piobabiUty of the Oonoluaion t 

60. It must be admitted, indeed, that a man who has been 
accustomed to enjoy liberty cannot be happy in the condition of a 
slave : many of the negroes, however, may be happy in the con- 
dition of slaves, because they have never been accustomed to enjoy 
liberty. 

51. Whatever is dictated by Nature is allowable : devotedness to 
the pursuit of pleasure in youth, and to that of gain in old age, are 
dictated by Nature [Arut. Rhet b. ii.]: therefore they are allowable. 

52. He is the greatest lover of any one who seeks that person's 
greatest good : a virtuous man seeks the greatest good for himself: 
therefore a virtuous man is the greatest lover of himself. [ArUt. Eth. 

B.1X.] 

53. He who has a confirmed habit of any kind of action, exercises 
no self-denial in the practice of that action : a good man has a 
confirmed habit of Virtue : therefore he who exercises self-denial in 
the practice of Virtue is not a good man. [Arist. Eth. b. il] 

54. That man is independent of the caprices of Fortune who 
places his chief happiness in moral and intellectual excellence : a 
true philosopher is independent of the caprices of Fortune : therefore 
a true philosopher is one who places his chief happinesss in moral 
and intellectual excellence. 

55. A system of government which extends to those actions that 
are performed secretly, must be one which refers either to a regular 
divine providence in this life, or to the rewards and punishments 
of another world : every perfect system of government must extend 
to those actions which are performed secretly : no system of 
government therefore can be perfect, which does not refer either 
to a regular divine providence in this life, or to the rewards and 

punishments of another world. [Warburtoa's DlTlne Legation.] 

56. For those whe are bent on cultivating their minds by diligent 
study, the incitement of academical honors is unnecessary ; and it 
is ineffectual, for the idle, and such as are indifferent to mental 
improvement: therefore the incitement of academical honors is 
either unnecesarv or ineffectual. 

57. He who is properly called an actor, does not endeavor to 
make his hearers believe that the sentimente he expresses and the 
feelings he exhibits, are really his own: a barrister does this: 
therefore he is not properly to be called an actor. 

58. He who bears arms at the command of the magistrate does 
what is lawful for a Christian : the Swiss in the French service, and 
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the Britisli in the American service, bore arms at the command 
of the magistrate: therefore they did what was lawfiil for a 
Christian. 

69. If Lord Bacon is right, it is improper to stock a new colonj 
with the refuse of Jails : but this we must allow not to be improper, 
if our method of colonizing New South Wales be a wise one : if this 
be wise, therefore, Lord Bacon is not right. 

60. Logic is indeed worthy of being cultivated, if Aristotle is to 
be regarded as infallible : but he is not : Logic thererefore is not 
worthy of being cultivated. 

61. All studies are useful which tend to advance a man in life, or 
to increase national or private wealth : but the course of studies 
pursued at Oxford has no such tendency ; therefore it is not useful. 

62. If the exhibition of criminals, publicly executed, tends to 
heighten in others the dread of undergoing the same fate, it may be 
expected that those soldiers who have seen the most service, should 
have the most dread of death in battle ; but the reverse of this is 
the case : therefore the former is not to be believed. 

63. If the everlasting favor of God is not bestowed at random, 
and on no principle at all, it must be bestowed either with respect 
to men's persons, or with respect to their conduct : but ** God is no 
respecter of persons : " therefore his favor must be bestowed with 

respect to men's conduct. [Suinner^aApottolicalPrMushing] 

64. If transportation is not felt as a severe punishment, it is in 
itself ill-suited to the prevention of crime : if it is so felt, much of 
its severity is wasted, from its taking place at too great a distance 
to affect the feelings, or even come to the knowledge, of most of 
those whom it is designed to deter ; but one or other of these must 
be the case : therefore transportation is not calculated to answer the 
purpose of preventing crime. 

66. War is productive of evil : therefore peace is likely to be 
productive of ^ood. 

66. Some <H>jects of great beauty answer no o*lier perceptible 
purpose but to gratify the sight : many flowers have great beauty ; 
and many of them accordingly answer no other purpose but to 
gratify the sight. 

67. A man who deliberately devotes himself to a life of sensuality 
is deserving of strong reprobisition : but those do not deliberately 
devote themselves to a life of sensuality who are hurried into excess 
by the impulse of the passions : such therefore as are hurried into 
excess b^ the impulse of the passions are not deserving of strong 
reprobation, [Arist. Kth. b. vn.j 

68. It is a difficult task to restrain all inordinate desires : to 
conform to the precepts of Scripture implies a restrant of all 
inordinate desires : therefore it is a difficidt task to conform to the 
precepts of Scripture. 

69. Any one who is candid will refrain from pondemning a book 



276 ippEVBix II. 

witbottt reading U : some Beyiewera do not refrain from this : 
therefore some reriewers are not candid. 

70. If any objection that can be urged would justify a change 
of established laws, no laws could reasonably be maintained : but 
some laws can reasonably be maintained : therefore no objection 
that can be urged will justify a change of established laws. 

71. If any complete theory could be framed, to explain the 
establishment of Christianity by human causes, such a theory would 
have been proposed before now; but none such ever has been 
proposed : therefore no such theory can be framed. 

72. He who is content with what he has, is truly rich : a covetous 
man is not content with what he has : no covetous man th^efore is 
truly rich. 

73. A true prophecy coincides precisely with all the circumstances 
of such an event as could not be conjectured by natural reason: this 
is the case with the prophecies of the Messiah contained in the Old 
Testament : therefore these are true prophecies. 

74. The connection of soul and body cannot be comprehended or 
ex{)lained ; but it must be believed : therefore something must be 
believed which cannot be comprehended or explained. 

76. Lias lies above Red Sandstone ; Bed Sandstone lies above 
Coal : therefore Lias lies above Coal. 

76. Cloven feet being found universally in homed animals, we 
may conclude that this fossil animal, since it appears to have had 
cloven feet, was homed. 

77. All that glitters is not gold ; tinsel glitters : therefore it is 
not gold. 

78. A negro is a man : therefore he who murders a negro murders 
a man. 

79. Meat and drink are necessaries of life: the revenues of 
Vitellius were spent on Meat and Drink : therefore the revenues of 
Yitellius were spent on the necessaries of life. 

80. Nothing is heavier than Platina : feathers are heavier than 
nothing : therefore feathers are heavier than Platina. 

81 . The child of Themistocles governed his mother ; she governed 
her husband ; he govemed Athens ; Athens, Greece ; and Greece, 
the world : therefore the child of Themistocles ffovemed the world, 

82. He who calls you a man speaks tmly : ne who calls you a 
fool, calls you a man : therefore he who calls you a £ool speaks 
truly. 

83. Warm countries alone produce wines: Spain is a warm 
country : therefore Spain produces wines. 

84. It is an intensely cold climate that is sufficient to freeze 
Quicksilver: the climate of Siberia is sufficient to freeze Quicksilver: 
therefore the climate of Siberia is intensely cold. 

85. MisUeto of the oak is a vegetable excrescence which is not a 
plant; and every vegetable ezoresoence which is not a plant* is 
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possessed of ma^eal rirtues : tlierefore Mistleto of the osk is 
possessed of magical virtues* 

86. If the hour-hand of a clock be any distance (suppose a foot) 
before the minute-hand, this last, thou|;h moving twelve times faster, 
can never overtake the other ; for while the minute-hand is moving 
over those twelve inches, the hour-hand will have moved over one 
inch : so that they will then be an inch apart ; and while the min* 
ute-hand is moving over that one inch, the hour-hand will have 
moved over f^ inch, so that it will still be a-head ; and again, while 
the minute-hand is passing over that space of f^ inch which now 
divides them, the hour-hand will pass over ^ inch ; so that it will 
still be a-head, though the distance between t£e two is diminished ; 
4fec^^c.,^c., and thus it is plain we may go on for ever : therefore 
the minute-hand can never overtake the hour-hand. [This is one of 

the Bophistiettl pmte Botfaed by Aldrieh (the moviiig bodiaf bdag AoMIIm and a TMtoiM;) 
bae he te not happy in hii attempt at a aolation. He pro p cee e to remore the diffleultj by 
demonatratinff that, in a oertain given tlmOf Ai^Ilas would orertake the TortoiM : as if any 
one liad ever donbted tkai. The very problem proposed is to sarmonnt tb» difficulty of a 
seeming demODStration of a thing palpably imposnble ; to show that It it palpably impossible. 
Is no solntion of the problem. 

I liave lieard the prasent example addaeed, as a proof that the pretensions of Logie are 
fntile, sinee (it was said) tlie most parfcet logical demonstration may lead from true premises 
to an absurd conclusion. The reTerse is the truth; the example oefbie vs flunishes a con- 
firmation of the utility of an a<|[uaintanee wiUi the syllogistic fbrm : in which form th9 
fnundtd tietnonstratioH i» question cannot possiKy be exhibited. An attempt to do so wUl 
evince the utter want of oonneetlon between the premises and the conelusion.] 

87. Theft is a crime : theft was encouraged by the laws of Sparta : 
therefore the laws of Sparta encouraged crime. 

88. Every hen comes from an ^gg : every egg comes from a hen: 
therefore every ^gg comes from an egg. 

89. Jupiter was the son of Saturn : therefore the son of Jupiter 
was the grandson of Saturn. 

90. Ail cold is to be expelled bv heat : this person's disorder is a 
cold: therefore it is to be expelled by heat. 

91. Wine is a stimulant ; tnerefbre in a case where stimulants are 
hurtful wine is hurtful. 

92. Opium is a poison : but phvsicians advise some of their 
patients to take opium : therefore physicians advise some of their 
patients to take poison. 

93. What we eat grew in the fields : loaves of bread are what 
we eat : therefore loaves of bread grew in the fields. 

94. Animal'food may be entirely dispensed with : (as is shown by 
the practice of the Brahmins and of some monks ;) and vegetable- 
food mav be entirely dispensed with (as is plain m>m the example 
of the l^quimaux and others ;) but all food consists of animal-food 
and veffetable-food : therefore all food may be dispensed with. 

95. ^o trifling business will enrich those engaged in it : a mining 
speculation is no trifling business : therefore a mining speculation 
will enrich those engaged in it. 

96. He who is most hungry eats most: he who eats least is most 
hungry : therefore he who eats least eats most. [&s AUMeh'sCoMfia- 

dlmn : tfallaeisi : where thb b rightly solved. 
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97. Whatever body is in motion must move either in the place 
where it is, or in a place where it is not : neither of these is possible: 
therefore there is no such thing as motion, [in thu instaaee, u w«ii as in 

th« OM l»t«l7 noticed, Aldrioh mistakM the ehu*Bter of tiie dilBeolty ; which is, not to proT* 
the truth of that which is self-cTident, but to explain an apparent demonstration militating 
against that whioh ncTertheless no one erer doubted. He says in this case, ^ sirivitur amftw- 
lando; ^' but, (|Miee tanti vm) this in no solution at ail, but is thcTery thing which constitutu 
the difficulty in question; for it is precisely because we know the possibility of mo^on, tiiat a 
seeming proof of its impossibUiiy produces poplezity.— S»« Introdaetion. 

98. AH vegetables grow most in the increase of the moon : hair 
is a vegetable: therefore hair grows most in the increase of the moon. 

99. Most of the studies pursued at Oxford conduce to the improve* 
ment of the mind : all the works of the most celebrated ancients 
are among the studies pursued at Oxford : therefore some of the 
works of the most celebrated ancients conduce to the improvement 
of the mind. 

100. Some poisons are vegetable : no poisons are useful drugs : 
therefore some useful drugs are not vegetable. 

101. A theory will speedily be exploded, if false, which appeals 
to the evidence of observation and experiment : Craniology appeals 
to this evidence : therefore, if Craniology be a false theory, it will 

speedily be exploded. [i^t the probabmty of one of these pvemlses be fg ; and 
of the other | : Query. What is the probability of the conclusion, and which are the terms?] 

102. Wilkes was a fiavorite with the populace ; he who is a 
favorite with the populace must understand how to manage them : 
he who understands how to manage them, must be well acquainted 
with their character; he who is well acquainted with their character, 
must hold them in contempt : therefore Wilkes must have held the 
populace in contempt. 

103. To discover whether man has any moral sense, he should be 
viewed in that state in which all his faculties are most fully developed; 
the civilized state is that in which all man's faculties are most fully 
developed : therefore, to discover whether man has any moral sense^ 
he should be viewed in a civilized state. 

104. Revenge, Robbery, Adultery, Infanticide, &c,, have been 
countenanced by public opinion in several countries : all the crimes 
we know of are Revenge, Robbery, Adultery, Infanticide, <fec. : 
therefore, all the crimes we know of have been countenanced by 

public opinion in several countries. [Paley»s Moral Philosophy.] 

105. No soldiers should be brought into the field who are not 
well qualified to perform their part. None but veterans are well 
qualified to perform their part. None but veterans should be 
brought into the field. 

106. A monopolv of the sugar refining business is beneficial to 
sugar-refiners : and of the corn-trade to corn-growers : and of the 
silk-manu&cture to silk-weavers, <kc., <kc. ; and thus each class of 
men are benefitted by some restrictions. Now all these classes of 
men make up the whole community : therefore a system of restric- 
tions is beneficial to the community. See chap. ni, 9 11. 
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107. There are two kinds of things which we ought not to fret 
about : what we can help, and what we cannot. [To be stated m • 

Dilftmma.] 

108. He who believes himself to be always in the right in his 
opinion, lays claim to infallibility: you always believe yourself to be 
in the right in your opinion: therefore you lay claim to infallibility. 

109. No part of mankind can ever have received divine instruction 
in any of the arts of life : because the Israelites, who are said to 
have had a revelation made to them of religion, did not know, in 
the times of Solomon, that the circumference of a Circle differs from 
the treble of the Diameter. 

110. The £pistle attributed to Barnabas is not to be reckoned 
among the writings of the Apostolic Fathers ; because, if genuine', 
it is a part of Scripture, and, if spurious, it is the work of some 
forger of a later age. 

111. If the original civilization of Mankind was not the work of 
a divine Instructor, some instance may be found of a nation of 
savages having civilized themselves. [Poi. Eeon. Lect v.] 

112. The Law of Moses prohibited theft, murder, <kc. But that 
Law is abolished : therefore theft, murder, &c., are not prohibited. 

113. Agriculture might have been invented by man, without a 
superhuman instructor ; and so might the working of metals ; and 
so might medicine ; and so might navigation, &c, ; and in short there 
is no art of civilized life that can be pointed out, which might not 
have been invented by the natural faculties of man. Therefore the 
art of civilized life mi^ht have been invented by man without any 
superhuman instructor. 

114. All those must disapprove of inflicting punishment on this 
woman who consider her as innocent : and as you disapprove of 
inflicting punishment on her, it is to be presumed you think her 
innocent. 

115. If a State has a ri^ht to enforce laws, ^and without this it 
could not subsist) it must have a right to prescnbe what the religion 

of the People shall be. [See Book UI, $9.] 

116. £very man is bound in duty to aim at promoting the pood — 
generally, and in all respects — of mankind : a Civil Magistrate (or 
Legislator) is a man : therefore a Civil Magistrate is bound in duty 
to aim at promoting the good generally and in all respects — of 
Mankind. And hence it appears that, since true religion is one of 
the greatest of goods, the Civil Magistrate is bound to enforce, by 
means of the power committed to him, the profession of a true 

Religion, and to suppress heresy. [See Smy I» on the Kingdom of Chrtot] 

117. The month of May has no "R " in its name ; nor has June 
July, or August : all the hottest months are May, June, July, and 
August : therefore all the hottest months are without an *'R" in 
their names. [s$i Book iv. cb. i. $ i.] 

1 See Pom. Seon. Leet. V, p. 12S. 
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118. This man may possibly be right in his peculiar religions 
Creed : and the same may be said of that man : and of a thirds and 
a fourth, <kc.: therefore it is possible they may be all right. 

119. When the Disciples were first called Christians, they must 
have received the tide either from Believers, or from Jewish 
unbelievers, or from Pagans : but one of these suppositions is 
impossible; and another is negatived by the New Testament 
records : therefore the remaining supposition is established. 
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PRAXIS OF LOGICAL ANALYSIS. 

SoMs have expvessed much contempt for the mode in which 
Logic is usually taught, and in which students are examined in it, 
as comprising no more than a mere enumeration of technical rules, 
and perhaps an application of them to the simplest examples, 
exhihited in a form already syllogistic, or nearly so. That such a 
descriptioii, if intended to be universal, is not correct, I am perfectly 
certain ; though, hitherto, tlie indiscriminate requisition of Logic 
from all candidates for a degree^ has confined both lectures and 
examinations, in a greater degree, than is desirable, to this elemen- 
tary character.^ But the student who wishes to acquire, and to 
show that he has acquired, not only the elementary rules, but a 
facility of iq^plying them in practice, should proceed from the study 
of such examples as the foregoing, to exercise himself in analyzing 
logically, according to the rules here given, and somewhat in the 
manner of the subjoined specimen, some of Euclid's, demon- 
strations, — various portions of Aristotle's works, — the opiening of 
Warburton's'*' Divine Legation," (which exhibits the arguments in 
a form very nearly syllogistic) — several parts of Chillingworth's 
Defence of Protestantism, — the concluding part of Paley's Horae 
Paulinse, — Leslie's Method with the Deists, — various portions of 
A. Smith's Wealth of Nations, — and other argumentative works 
on the most dissimilar subjects. The latter part of 8 1. Chap Y, 
of the Dissertation on the Province of Reasoning, will furnish a 
convenient subject of a short analysis. 

A student wiio should prepare himself, in this manner, in one or 
more such books, and present himself for this kind of examination 
in them, would furnish a good test for ascertaining his proficiency 
in practical Logic. 

As the rules of Logic apply to arguments only after they have 
been exhibited at full length in the bare elementary form, it may be 

1 Sm Prefiic«. 

24 
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useful to subjoin somo remarks on the mode of analysing and redu- 
cing to that form, anj train of argument that may be presented to 
us : since this must in general be the first step taken in an attempt 
to apply logical rules.^ 

First then, of whatever length the reasoning may be, whether 
treatise, chapter, or paragraph, begin with the concluding assertion : 
•^not necessarily the last sentence expressed, but the last point 
established : — and this, whether it be formally enunciated, or left to 
be understood. Then, tracing the reasoning backwards, observe on 
what ground that assertion is made. The assertion will be your 
Conclusion ; the fi^und on which it rests, your Premises. The 
whole Syllogism thus obtained may be tried by the rules of Logic. 

If no incorrectness appear in this syllogism, proceed to take the 
premises separately, and pursue with each the same plan as with 
the conclusion you first stated. A premiss must have been used as 
such, eitlier because it required no proof, or because it had been 
proved. If it have not been proved, consider whether it be so 
self-evident as to have needed no proof. If it have been proved, 
you must regard it as a conclusion derived from other assertions 
which are premises to it : so that the process with which you set 
out will be repeated ; viz. to observe on what grounds the assertion 
rests, to state these as premises*, and to apply the proper rules to 
the syllogism thus obtained. Having satisfied yourself of the 
correctness of this, proceed, as before, to state its premises, if 
needful, as conclusions derived from other assertions. And thus 
the analysis will go on (if the whole chain of argument be correct) 
till you arrive at the premises with which the whole commences ; 
which of course should be assertions requiring no proof: or, if the 
chain be any where faulty, the analysis will proceed till you come 
to some proposition, either assumed as self-evident, though requiring 
proof, or incorrectly deduced from other assertions.' 

1 These directions are, in sabstanee and clear and eonTenient mode of exhibiting the 

Dearljf in words, extracted ftom the Preftee logical analyvis of a coarse of argomeot, to 

to Hinds's abridged Introduction to Logic. draw it oat in the form of a Tree, or Logical 

8 Many stadeuts probably will find it a ^erj DiTision ; thus :~- 
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It will often happen that the same assertion will have heen proved 
bv many different arguments ; and then, the inquiry into the truth 
of the premises will branch out accordingly. In mathematical or 
other demonstrative reasoning, this will of course never take place, 
since absolute certainty admits of no increase : and if, as is often 
the case, the same truth admits of several different demonstrations, 
we select the simplest and clearest, and discard the rest. But in 
probable reasoning there is often a Cumulation of arguments, each 
proving the same conclusion ; ». €, each proving it to be probabU. 
In such cases, therefore, you will have first io try each argument 
separately ; and should each of them establish the conclusion as in 
some de^ee probable, you will then have to calculate the aggregate 
probability. 

In this calculation Logic only so far assists as it enables us to 
place the several items of probability in the most convenient form. 
As the degree of probability of each proposition that is originally 
aeeumedy is a point to be determined by the reasoner*s own sagacity 
and experience as to the matter in hand, so, the degree of probability 
of each conclusion^ (given, that of each of its premises,)^ and also 
the collective probability resulting from several diffsrent arguments 
all tending to the same conclusion, is an arithmetical question. But 
the assistance afforded by logical rules in clearly stating the several 
items so as to prepare the way for the other operations, will not be 
thought lightly of by any who have observed the confusion of 
thought and the follacy, which have often been introduced through 
the want of such a statement. 

Example of Analysis applied to the first part cf Paleffs Evidences* 

The ultimate Conclusion, that ** The Christian Religion came from 
God " is made to rest (as far as " the direct historical evidence " is 
concerned) on these two premises ; That " A Religion attested by 
Miracles is from God ; " and that '* The Christian Religion is so 
attested." 

Of these two premises, it should be remarked, the Minor seems to 
have been admitted, while the Major was denied, by the unbelievers 
of old : whereas at present the case is reversed.' 

Paley's argument therefore goes to establish the Minor premiss, 
about which alone, in these days, there is likely to be any question. 

1 See Tallacies, $ 14, near the end. assignctd to the mineles, shoald be noticed as 

S It is eleer ftom the fragments reinaining ftn important eridence ; for, ereduloue m men 

oftheanelentugnmenteagminstCbrtotianitj, were In tboae days respecting magic, they 

and the allusions to them in Christian writers, wonld hardlj have resorted to this ezplana- 

and also from the Jewish aceoants of the life tlon. unless some at least plausible, eyldence 

of Jesus which are still extant, (under the for the miracles had been adduced. And they 

title of To/rfofA Jtsehu) that the original could not but be sensible that to proTe (had 

opponents of Clnistianity admitted that that been possible) the pretended miracles to 

Biiaeles were wrought, but denied that they be tntpMlicrcs, would have been the moh% 

proved the divine origin of the rellgloa, and decislTe course; since that would at onca 

attributed them to Ifagic. This eoneeasion, have ilisproved the religion. 
In penoni living so much nearer to the Utow 



284 APPBITDIZ in. 

He states with this view, two propositions : vis. 

Prop. I. — '* That there is satisfiictory eridenee, that many, pro- 
fessing to be original witnesses of the Christian mirades, passed 
their lives in labors, dangers, and sufferings, yoluntarilj undergone 
in attestation of the acoounts which they delirered, and solely in 
consequence of their belief of those accounts ; and that they also 
submitted, from the same motiyes, to new rules of conduct." 

Prop. II. — " That there is not satis&ctory evidence, that persons 
pretending to be original witnesses of an^ other similar miracles, 
have acted in the same manner, in attestation of the accounts which 
they delivered, and solely in consequence of tiieir belief of the truth 
of those accounts.'* 

Of these two propositions, the latter, it will easily be perceived, 
is the Major premiss, stated as the converse hy Negation (Book II, 
Chap. II, § 4) of a universal affirmative : the former proposition is 
the Minor. 

As a Syllogism in Stvrbara, therefore, the whole will stand tiius : 

** All miracles attested by such and such evidence, are worthy of 
credit : " (by coqversioni ** none which are not worthy of credit are 
so attested.") 

'' The Christian miracles are attested by such and such evi* 
dence : " Therefore " they are worthy of credit." 

The Minor premiss is first proved by being taken as severed 
distinct ones, each of which is separately established. — See Book 
II, Chap. IV, § 1. 

I. It is proven that the first propagators of Christianity st^/wed; 
by showing, 

1st. A priori, ham the nature of the case, that they were likely 
to suffer : [because they were preachers of a religion unexpected 
and unwelcome : 1. to the Jews ; and 2. to the Qentiles.^J 
2d From profane testimony, 

3d. From the testimony of Christian Wriiings, [And here comes 

in the proof of one of the premises of this last argument ; viz, 

the proof of the credibility, as to this point at least, of the 

Christian Writings.] 

These arguments are cumulative; i, e. each separately goes to 

establish the probability of the one common conclusion, that '^the 

first propagators of Christianity sufered." 

By similar arguments it is shown that their sufferings were such 
as they vcluntanly exposed themselves to. 

II. It is proved that " What they suffered for was a miraculous 
story ; " by 

1st. The nature of the case ; They could have had nothing but 
miracles on which to rest the claims of the new religion. 

1 As P«il «xpr«MeB it| <* to the JewB, » s$iem m m s Uma k i Md to th* Qntk»tf$thskmu.*' 
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2d. By 4llttsio]i« to misaclesy particularlj to the Besnrrectioii, 

both in Christiaa ftnd in protane Writers, as the eTidence on 

which the religion rested. 

The same coarse of argument goes to show that the miracles in 

attestation of which thej suffered were such as they professed to 

haye tintn€$ted. 

These arguments again are cumulatiTe. 

III. It is proved that ** The miracles thus attested are what we call 
the Christian miracles : " in other words, that the story was, in 
the main, that which we have now in the Christian Scriptures ; by 
§ 1st. The nature of the case; viz. that it is improbable the 
original story should have completely died away and a sub- 
stantially new one have occupied its place ; 
§ 2d. by The incidental allusions of ancient writers, both 
Christian and profane, to accounts agroeing with those of our 
Scriptures, as the ones then received ; 
§ 3d. by The credibility of our Historical Scriptures : This is 
established by several distinct arguments, each separately 
tending to show that those books were, from the earliest ages 
of Christianity, well known and carefully preserved among 
Christians : viz. 

i. They were quoted by ancient Christian writers, 
ii, with peculiar respect. 
iii. Collected into a distinct volume^ and 
iv. distinguished by appropriate names and titles qfresipect. 
V. Publicly read and expounded, and 
] vi. had commentarieSt dbc. written on them : 
[vii. Were received by Christians of different sects ; &c. &c.* 
the latter part of the first main proposition, branches off into 
two ; viz. 1st., that the early Christians submitted to new rules of 
conduct; 2d, that they did so, in consequence of their belief in 
miracles wrought before them. 

Each of these is established in various parts of the above course 
of argument, and by similar premises ; viz. the nature of the case, 
— the accounts of heathen writers, — and the testimony of the 
Christian Scriptures, (fee. 



The Major premiss, that, ** Miracles thus attested are worthy of 
credit,'* (which must be combined with the former, in order to 
establish the conclusion, that " the Christian miracles are worthy 
of credit,") is next to be established. 

Previously to his entering on the second main proposition, (which 
I have stated to be the Converse by negation of this major premiss,) 

1 for ftome Importaot mmarki rmtpeoMnff tlie d!ffM«nt ir%y fn whfeb thta put of Ito' 
MSttitteat to pretentoA t» Olffennt p«noD8, Sf ** Bindi on Iwpeelkm," pp.BO-HW. 
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be draws his conclusion (Ch. X, Parti,) from the Minor premiss in 
'combination with the Major, resting that Major on 

§ 1st. The d priori improbability that a &ise storj should bare 

been thus attested : viz. 
"If it be so, the religion must be true.^ These men could not 
be deceivers. By only not bearing testimony, they might have 
avoided all these sufferings, and have lived quiedy. Would men in 
such circumstances pretend to have seen what they never saw; 
assert facts which they had no knowledge of; go about lying, to 
teach virtue ; and, though not only convinced of Christ's being an 
impostor, but having seen the success of His imj>08turein His cruci- 
fixion, yet persist in carrying it on ; and so persist, as to bring upon 
themselves, for nothing, and with a full knowledge of the conse- 
quence, enmity, and hatred, danger and death? " 

§ 2d. That no false story of Miracles is likely to be so attested, 
is again proved, from the premiss that "no false story of 
miracles ever luu been so attested ; " and this premiss again is 
proved in the form of a proposition which includes it ; vus, that 
"JVb other miraculous story whatever is so attested." 
g This assertion again, bifurcates; viz, it is proved respecting the 
several stories that are likely to be, or that have been adduced, 
as parallel to the Christian, that either 

1 8. They are not so attested; or 

2 §. They are not properly ndractdous ; i. e, that admitting the 
veracity of the narrator, it does not follow that any miracle 
took place ; as in cases that may be explained by false percep- 
tions, — a^cddents, dtc» 



In this way the learner may proceed to analyze the rest of the 
work, and to fill up the details of those parts of the argument which 
I have but slightly touched upon.^ 

It will be observed that, to avoid unnecessary prolixity, I have 
in most of the above syllogisms suppressed one premiss, which the 
learner will be able easily to supply for himself. Jff, G, In the early 
part of this analysis it will easily be seen, that the first of the series 
of cumulative arguments to prove that the propagators of Christi- 
anity did suffer, would at full length stand thus : 

" Whoever propagated a religion unwelcome to the Jews and to 
the Gentiles, was likely to suffer ; 

1 This is the ultimate eonclasion deduced irritiog , are ready at onee to admit the truth 

fkom the pramlM, that " it is attested by real of the religioHj if coDTineed of the reality of 

MiraeU*; which, In the piwent day, comes to the miracles. The audent Jews were not." 
the M"^ thing : >lnoe those for whom he is 2 SeeKote at the end of this Appendix. 
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The Apdstles did this ; 

Therefore they were likely to suffer," <kc., <ko. 

It is also to be observed, that the same proposition used in dif- 
ferent syllogisms may require to be differently expressed by a 
substitution of some eqtUvcUent, in order to render the argument, 
in each, formally correct. This of course is always allowable, 
provided great care is taken that the exact meaning be preserved : 
€, g. if the proposition be, "The persons who attested the Christian 
miraoles underwent sufferings in attestation of them," I am 
authorized to state the same assertion in a different form, thus, 
"The Christian miracles are attested by men who suffered in 
attestation of their reality," <&c. 

Great care, however, should be used to avoid being misled by the 
substitution of one proposition for another, when the two are not 
(though perhaps they sound so) really equivalent, so that the one 
warrants the assumption of the other. — See Book III, § 3. 

Lastly, the learner is referred to the Supplement to Chap. Ill, § 
1, p. 91, where I have treated of the statement of a proposition as 
several distinct ones, each implying all the rest, but differing in the 
division of the Predicate from the Subject. Of this procedure the 
above analysis affords an instance. 



NoU referred to at page 286. 



When the Student considers that the foregoing is only one out of 
many branches of evidence, all tending to the same point, and yet 
that there have been intelligent men who have held out against them 
all, he may be apt to suspect either that there must be some flaw in 
these arguments, which he is unable to detect, or else that there 
must be much stronger argulnents on the other side than he has 
ever met with. 

To enter into a discussion of the various causes leading to 
infidelity would be unsuitable to this occasion ; but I will notice 
one as being more especially connected with the subject of this 
work, and as being very generally overlooked. "i» no other 
instance perhaps,'* (says Dr. Hawkins, in his valuable Essay on 
Tradition) "besides that of Beligion, do men commit the very illogical 
mistake, of first canvassing all the objecHons against any particular 
system whose pretensions to truth they wotdd examine, before they 
consider the direct arguments in its favor," (F, 82.) But why, it 
may be asked, do they make such a mistake in this case ? An 
answer, which I think would apply to a large proportion of such 
persons, is this ; because a man having been brought up in a 
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Ohristian country, has lived perhaps among suoh as hare been 
aociistomed from their infancy to take for grwnJted the truth of their 
religion, and even to regard an uninquirinp assent as a mark of 
commendable ^t<A / and hence he has probably neyer even thought 
of proposing to himself the question, — Why should I receive 
Christianity as a divine revelation? Christianity being nothing new 
to him, and the presumpiion being in favor of it, while the burden 
of proof lies on its opponents, he is not stimulated to seek reasons 
for believing it, till he finds it controverted. And when it is con- 
troverted, — when an opponent urges — How do you reconcile this« 
and that, and the other, with Hie idea of a divine revelation? these 
objections strike by their noveUy^ by their being opposed to what is 
generally received. He is thus excited to inquiry ; which he sets 
about — naturally enough, but very unwisely — by seeking for an- 
swers to all these objections : and fiincies that unless they can aU 
be satisfactorily solved, he ought not to receive the religion. ^'Ajb 
if, 7 (says the Author already cited) "there could not be truth, and 
truth supported by irrefragable arguments, and yet at the same time 
obnoxious to objections, numerous, plausible, and by no means easy 
of solution. There are objections (said Dr. Johnson) against a 
plenum, and objections agamst a vacuum; but one of th^n must 
be true.'' He adds, that ''sensible men really desirous of disco- 
vering the truth, will perceive that reason directs them to examine 
first the argument in fiavor of that side of the question, where the 
first presumption of truth appears. And the presumption is 
manifestly in favor of that religious creed already adopted by the 

country Their very earliest inquiry therefore must be into 

the direct arguments for the authority of that book on which their 
country rests its religion/' 

But reasonable as such a procedure is, there is, as I have said, 
a strong temptation, and one which should be carefully guarded 
against, to adopt the opposite course ; to attend first to the 
objections whioh are brought a^inst what is established, and 
which, for that very reason, rouse the mind from a state of apathy. 

When Christianity was first preached, the state of tilings was 
reversed. The presumption was against it, as being a novelty. 
** Seeing that all these things cannot be spoken againai, ye ought to 
be quiet,** was a sentio^ent which favored an indolent acquiescence 
in the old pagan worship. The stimulus of novelty was all on the 
side of those who came to overthrow this by a new religion. The 
first inquiry of any one who at all attended to the subject, must have 
been, — not, ** What are the objections to Christianity?" — but, "On 
what ground do these men call on me to receive them as divine 
messengers?" And the same api)ears to be the case with the 
Polynesians among whom our Missionaries are laboring; they 
begin by inquiring, " Why should we receive this religion ? " and 
those oi them accordingly who have embraced it, ap|>ear to be 
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Christians on mu&h more rational and deHberaite oonviction than 
manj among us, even of those who, in general maturity of intellect 
and civilization, are advanced considerably beyond those Islanders 
I am not depreciating the inestimable advantages of a religious 
education ; but, pointing out the peculiar temptations which accom 
pany it. The Jews and Pagans had, in their eaiiy prejudices, 
greater difficulties to surmount than ours; but they were difficulties 
of a different hind. — See Essays on the dangers^ &o., Disc. !• § 3 ; 
and also Bhet. Part I. Chap, III, § 1. 
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ness of the religion for bis wants ; a suitableness which doubtless 
many of the Mahometans perceive in their own religion, and of the 
Hindoos in theirs.* 

The coincidence between writers of such different schools is very 
striking and affords matter for much reflection. The^ all agree in 
representing the *• Faith" that is required of a Christian as wholly 
independent of evidence, and as necessarily, or most properly, based 
on feelings such as attach Pagans to their superstitions. And they 
all apparently calculate on the reader's being totally i^orant of the 
New Testament, of which almost every chapter convicts Jesus and 
his followers of that "timidUy" in appealing to the evidence of 
miracles and prophecies which is censured and derided. For, the 
passages above cited from Scripture, even if multiplied manv fold, 
as might easily be done, would give but a very inadequate view of 
the case ; inasmuch as the general tenor of all the narrative, and all 
the teaching, of the New Testament, presupposes evidence as the 
original ground on which belief had been all along demanded : the 
unbelief which it *' denounces as sin " beinff, not as those other 
writers represent, the requiring of evidence, but — on the contrary 
— the rejection of evidence. 

The fallacy of representing all appeal to reason as useless in cases 
where the "argumentative faculty" is not alone sufficient — which 
is like denying the utility of light, because it will not enable a man 
to see, whose eyes are not in a state to perform their functions — 
has been already noticed. Book lY, Ch. II, § 5. 

It may be useful exercise for the learner to analyze some others 
of this collection of Macies, referring to Book I, | 2, to Book II, 
Ch. II, § 3, and to Appendix, Art. *' Experience.'^ 

1 I hATtt teMtod of thli point In ibs *'Lm- of (^Intonwl XTiiteDoa." See al^o Professof 
•ont OB OhrlMkii Iridmiew,*' nalar tlM bawl PoiroU't talmbls irork ^'TnkUtlou UoTeiled." 
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PRINCIPAL TECHNICAL TERMS. 



Absolute terms, b. ii, ch. v, $ 1. 

Abstraction.— The act of "drawing 
off" in thought, and attending to 
separately, some portion of an ob- 
ject presented to the mind, b. ii, ch. 
v,§2. 

Abstract terms, b. il, ch. y, 4 1. 

Accident.— In its widest technical 
sense, Cequiralent to Attribute,) any 
thing that is attributed to another, 
and can only be conceired as be- 
longing to some substance (in which 
sense it is opposed to ^'Substance ;") 
in its narrower and more properly 
logical sense, a Predicable which 
may be present or absent, the es- 
sence of the Species reraainhig the 
same, b. ii, ch. y, 4 4* 

Accidental definition. — A definition 
which assigns the Properties of a 
Species, or the Accidents of an In- 
dividual; it is otherwise called a 
Description, b. ii, ch. y, \ 6. 

AffirmatiYe— denotes the quality of a 
Proposition which asserts the agree- 
ment of the Predicate widi the sub- 
ject, b. ii, ch. ii, § 1. 

Amphibolia— a kind of ambigmty of 
sentence, b. iii, $ 10. 

Analogous.— A term is so called whose 
single signification applies with un- 
equal propriety to more than one 
object, b. n, ch. y, 4 1, and b. in, 

$ia 

Antecedent.— That part of a Condi- 
tional Proposition en which the 
other depends, b. ii, ch. Iy, ^ 6. 

Apprehension (simple.)— The opera- 
tion of the mmd by which we 
mentally perceiye orfi>nn a notion 
of some object, b. ii, ch. i, ^ 1. 

Argument. — An expression in which, 
nom something laid down as grant- 
ed, something else i» deduced, b. ii, 
ch. iii, 4 1. 



Arbitrary — diYision, faulty, b. ii, ch. 
Y, § 5 ; definition, b. ii, en. v, 6 6. 

Assertion— an aflirmation or denial, 
b. ii, ch. ii, f 1. 

Attributiye term, b. ii, eh. y, $ I. 

Bacon— -erroneously supposed to hare 
designed his Oiganon as a rival sys- 
tem to that here treated of, Introd. 
i St and b. iY, ch. iii, § 3. 

Categories, b. Iy, ch. ii, § 1. 

Categorematic— A word is so called 
which may by itself be employed as 
a Term, b. ii, ch. i, f 8. 

Categorical Proposition — is one which 
affirms or denies a Predicate of a 
Subject, absolutely, and without any 
hypothecs, b. ii, ch. ii, f 4. 

Circle — fitllacy of, b. iii, 4 13. 

Class— strictly speaking, a Class oon- 
nsts of seYeral things coming under 
a common description, b. i, § 3. 

Contraposition, see Negation. 

Common term — is one which is ap- 
plicable in the same sense to more 
than one individual object, b. i, ^ 6 ; 
b. ii, ch. i, § 3, and b. ii, ch. iv, § 6. 

Compatible terms, b. ii, ch. v, § 1. 

Composition — - foUacy of, b. iii, §11. 

Conclusion.- That Proposition which 
is inferred from the Premises of an 
Argument, b. ii, f 2, and b. ii, ch. iti, 

4 1. 

Concrete term, b. li, ch. v, § 1. 

Conditional Proposition --^s one which 
asserts the dependence of one catc- 
gorioal Proposition on another. A 
conditional Syllogism is one in which 
the reasoning depends on such a Pro- 
position, b. u, ch. iv, f 6. 

Connotative term, b. ii, ch. v, § 1. 

Consequent. — That part of a condi- 
tional Proposition which droends on 
the other. (Consequens,) a li, eh. 
iv, 4 6, Note. 

Consequence — The connection between 
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the Antecedent and Oonaeqnent (tf a 
conditional Proposition. (Conse- 
quentia,) b. ii, ch. iv, \ 6, Note. 

Constractire — conditional syllogisxn, 
b. ii, ch. iv, 68. 

Contingent— The Blatter of a Propo- 
sition is so called when the terms of 
it in part agree, and in part disagree, 
b. ii, ch. ii, $ 2. 

Contradictory Propositions— are those 
wliich, having the same terms, differ 
both in Quantity and Qoalitj, b. ii, 
ch. iii, $ 5. V 

Contrary Propositions — are two nni- 
▼ersab, affirmatiTe and ne^tive, 
with the same terms, b. Ii, ch. ii, f 3. 

Contrary terms, b. ii, ch ▼, \ 1. 

Conyerse, b. ii, ch. ii,, f 4. 

Conrersion of a Proposition — is the 
transposition of the terms, so that 
the Subject is made the Predicate, 
and viae vend^ b. ii, ch. ii, § 4. 

Copola. — That part of a Proposition 
which affirms or denies the Predicate 
of the Snlyect: viz. ts, or if not, ex- 
pressed or implied, b. ii, ch. i, ^ 2. 

Cross-divisions. 0. ii, ch. v, $ 5 and 6. 

Definite terms, b. ii, ch. r, $ 1. 

Definition. — ^An expression explana- 
tory of that which is defined, i. e, 
separated, as by a boundary, from 
every thing else, b. ii, ch. ▼, § 6 ; b. 

iii,H<>* 

Description. — ^An accidental Defini- 
tion, b. ii, ch. T, 4 6. 

Destructive— conditional Syllogism, 
b. ii. ch. iv, 4 3. 

Deaf-mutes— incapable of a train of 
reasoning, till they shall have learned 
some kind of ifeneral signs, Introd. 

Dictum — **de omni et nuUo } ** Aris- 
totle's : an abstract statement of an 
Argument, generally, b. 1, A 4. 
Applicable to a Sontes, b. ii, ch. iv, 

Difference (Differentia.) —The formal 
or distinguishing part of the essence 
of a Species, b. il ch. v, $ 4. 

Dilemma.— A complex kind of condi- 
tional syllogism, having more than 
one Antecedent in the Major Prem- 
iss, and a di^unctive Minor, b. ii, ch. 
iv,i6. 

Discoverer of Truth— two kinds of, b. 
iv, ch. ii, 4 ] . 

Discourse — The third operation of the 
mind, Beasoning, b. ii, ch^ i, § 1. 



Disjunctive Proposition— is one which 
consists of two or more categoricals, 
so stated as to imply that some one 
of them must be true. A syllogism 
is called disjunctive, the reasoning 
of which turns on sudi a proposition, 
b. iL ch. iv, $ 4. 

Distributed— is applied to a Term that 
is employed in its full extent, so as 
to comprohend all its significi&tes, — 
every thing to which it is applicable, 
b. i, § 6, and b. ii, ch. iii, $ 2. 

Division, logical— is the distinct enu- 
meration of several things signified 
by a common name ; and it is so 
called metaphorically, finom its being 
analogous to the (real and prop«rly- 
called) division of a whole into its 
parts, b. ii, ch. v, $ 6. 

Division.— Fallacy of, b. iii, § 11. 

Drift of a proposition, b. ii, eh. iv, § i. 

Elliptical expessions^-apt to lead to 
ambiguity, b. iii, f 10. 

Enstatic- Figure, the third Figure, 
called, b. ii, ch. lii, $ 4. 

Enthymeme.— An argument having 
one Premiss expressed, and the 
other understood, b. ii, ch. iv, $ 7. 

Equivocal — A term is defined to be 
equivocal whose different significa- 
tions apply eanally to several objects. 
Strictly speaking, there is haidly a 
word in any lan^age which may not 
be regarded, as m this sense, equivo- 
cal ; but the title is usually applied 
only in any case where a word is 
tmploved equivocally; «. a. where the 
Middle-term is used in different sen- 
ses in the two Premises ; or where a 
Proposition is liable to be understood 
in various senses, according to the 
various meanings of one of its terms, 
b. iii, $ 10. 

Essential Definition — is one which 
assigns, not the Properties or Acci- 
dents of the thin^ defined, but what 
are regarded as its essential parts, 
whether physical or logical, b. li, ch. 

v, $6- 
Evidence — of Christianity, App. No. 

III. 
Example— use of, implies a universal 

premiss, b. iv. ch. i. ( 2,— is not what, 

strictly speaking, deters, b. iii, 4 10. 
Exception, proof of a rule, b. ii, ch. v, 

«6. 
Exclusive— Figure, the second Figure, 

so called, b. li, ch. iii, f 4. 
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Bxtreme — ^The Subject and P^dicate 
of a Proposition are called its Ex- 
tremes or Terms, being, as it were, 
the two boandaries, having the co- 
pnla (in regular order) placed be- 
tween them. In speaking of a 
syllogism, the word is often under- 
stood to imply the extremes of the 
Conclusion^ b. ii, ch 1, ( 2. 

Fallacy. — Any argument, or apparent 
argument, which professes to oe de- 
cisiye of the matter at issue, while 
in reality it is not, b. ii, ch. y, { 4. 

False — in its strict sense denotes the 
quality of a Proposition which states 
something not as it is, b. ii, ch. ii, 4 1. 

Figureof a Syllogism-— denotes the sit- 
uation of its Middle-term in reference 
to the extremes of the Conclusion — 
The Major and Minor Terms, b. ii, 
ch. iii, M* 

Form — fallacies in, b» iii, §§ 1 and 7. 

Generalization. — The act of compre- 
hending under a common name sev- 
eral objects agreeing in some point 
which we abstract from each of tnem, 
and which that common name serves 
to indicate, b. ii, ch. v, $ 2. 

Genus. — APredicable which is con- 
sidered as the material part of the 
Species of which it is affirmed, b. ii, 
ch. V, ^ 3. 

Hume. — Essay on Miracles, b. i, § 3, 
Note ; and Appendix I^ Art Experi- 
ence, Coincidence with some Chris- 
tian writers, Appendix III. 

Hypothetical Proposition— is one which 
asserts not absolutely, but under an 
hypothesis, indicated by a conjunc- 
tion. An hypothetical Syllogism is 
one of which the reasoning depends 
on such a proposition, b. ii, ch. iv, § 2. 

Idea, — " abstract,** (supposed) Introd. 
§ 5, and b. iv, ch.T, ^\ 1 and 2. 

Illative Conversion—- is that in which 
the truth of the Converse follows 
from the truth of the Exposita, or 
Proposition given, b. ii, ch. ii, { 4. 

Impossible. — The matter of a Propo* 
sition is so called when the extremes 
altogether disagree, b. il, ch. ii, f 1, — 
Ambiguity of, Appendix II. 

Indefinite Proposition — is one which 
has for its Subject a Common-term 
without any sign to indicate distribu- 
tion or non-distribution, b. ii, ch. ii, 

Indefinho "^rms, b. ii, ch. v, § 1. 



Indirect reduction — of Syllodsms in 
the last three Figures, b. ii, ch. iii, § 6. 

Individual. — An object which is, in the 
strict and primary sense, one, and 
consequently cannot be U^ioaUy divi- 
ded ; whence the name, b. li, ch. v, § 5. 

Induction. —A kind of argument which 
infers, respecting a whole class, what 
has been ascertained respecting one 
or more individuals of that class, 
b. iv, ch. i, 4 1. 

Infer. — To draw a conclusion from 
gpmted premises, b. iv, ch. iii, ^ 1. 
See PaovB. 

Infima Species — is that which is not 
subdivided, except into individuals, 
b. ii, ch. V, § 4. 

Information. — b. iv, ch. ii, f 1. 

Ignoratia-elenchi — fallacy of, b. iii, 
SH5 — 19. 

Inseparable Accident— is that which 
cannot be separated from the indi- 
vidual it belongs to, though it may 
from the Species, b. ii. ch. v, $ 4. 

Instruction. — b. iv, ch. ii, § 1. 

Interrogation — fallacy of b. iii, f 9. 

Irrelevant-conclusion — ^fallacy of, b. iii, 
H 15—19. 

Judgment. — The second operation of 
the mind, wherein we pronounce 
mentally on the agreement and disa- 
g^ement of two of the notions ob- 
tained by simple Apprehension, b. iv, 
ch. ii, S 1. 

Knowledge.— b. iv, ch. ii, § 2. Note. 

Language — an indispensable instru- 
ment for reasoning, Introd. § 5. 
Logic, conversant about, b. ii, ch. i, 
$2. 

Limitation — See ^ Per Acddetu.** 

Locke — notions of Syllogism, Introd. 
§3. 

Lo^cal definition — is that which as- 
signs the Genus and Difference of 
the Species defined, b. ii, ch. v, § 6. 

IjOgomachy. — b. iv, ch. iv, ^ 12. 

Major Term of the Syllogism — is the 
Predicate of the Conclusion. The 
Major Premiss is the one which con- 
tains the Major term. In Hypotheti- 
cal Syllogisms, the Hypothetical 
Premiss is called the Major, b. ii, 
iii, § 2, and b, ii, ch. iv, f 2. 

Matter of a proposition — the nature ot 
the connection of its extreme, b. ii, 
ch. ii, § 3, Fallacies in, b. iii, (f 1 and 
13. 

BCetaphor. — b. iii, § 10. 
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Metonymy. — b. iii, f 10. 

Middle term of a categorical Syllo- 
gism — is that with which the two 
extremes of the conclasion are sepa- 
rately compared, b. ii, ch. iii, $ 2, 
and b. ii, ch. iii, { 4. 

Minor term of a categorical Syllogism 
— is the Subject of the conclusion. 
The Minor Premus is that which con- 
tains the Minor term. In Hypotheti- 
cal Syllogisms the Oategorical Pre- 
miss 18 c^led liie Minor, b. ii, ch. iii, 
^ 2, and b. ii, ch. iv, i 2. 

Model categorical propositioii — is one 
which asserts that tne Predicate ex- 
ists in the Subject in a certain mode 
or manner, b. u, ch. ii, f 1, and b. ii, 
ch. iv, $ 1. 

Mood of a categorical Syllogism — is 
the designation of its three proposi- 
tions in the order in which they stand, 
according to their quantity and qual- 
ity, b. ii, ch. iii, $ 4. 

Necessary matter of a proposition — is 
the essential or invariable agreement 
of its terms, b. ii, ch.ii, $ 3. — Necea- 
aary ambiguity of, Appendix, No. L 

Negative— conrersion oy (otherwise 
called conversion by contraposition,) 
b. ii, ch. ii, $ 4. 

Negation categorical proposition— is 
one which asserts the disagreement 
of its extremes, b, ii, ch. ii, $ 1. 

Negative terms, b. ii, ch. v, § 1. 

New Truths •— of two kinds, b. iv, ch ii, 

Nominal Definition — - Is one which ex- 
plains only the meaning of the term 
defined, and nothin|f more of the 
nature of the thing si^ified by that 
Term than is implied by the Term 
itself to every one who understands 
the meaning of it, b. ii, ch. v, § 6, and 
b. iv, ch. ii, ( 3. 

Nominalism.— b. iv. ch. v, Introd. § 5, 
and b. ii, ch. V, 4 4^ 

Objections-— fiEdlacy of, b. iii, $ 17. 

Operations of the mind «— three laid 
down by logical writers, b. ii, ch. 1,$ 1. 

Opposed. — Two propositions are said 
to be opposed to each other, when, 
havine the same Subject and Predi- 
cate, they differ either in quantity or 
quality, or both, b. ii, ch. ii, f 3. 

Opposition of terms, b. ii, ch. v, $ 1. 

Ostensive reduction-— of Syllogisms 
in the last three figures, b. ii, di. iii, 
45. 



Paronymons words, b. iii, ^ 8. 

Part — logically. Species are called 
Parts of the Genus they come under, 
and individuals, parts of the Species ; 
realhfy the Genus is a Part of the 
Species, and the Species of the Indi- 
vidual, b. ii, ch. V, f 5. 

Particular Proposition — is one in 
which the Predicate is afiirmed or 
denied of some part only of the sub- 
ject, b. ii, ch. ti, 4 !• 

Per Aoddens. —Conversion of a propo- 
sition is so called when the Quantity 
is changed, b. ii, ch. ii, { 4. 

Physical Definition — is that which 
assigns the parts into which the thing 
defined can be aetmlbf divided, b. ii, 
ch. V, 4 6. 

Positive terms, b. ii, ch. t, $ 1. 

Postulate •— a form in which a Dejmi- 
Han may be stated, b. ii, ch. ▼, § 6. 

Predicaments, b. iv, ch. ii, $ 1. 

Prodicate of a Ph>position — - is that 
Term which is affirmed or denied of 
the other, b. li, ch. i, $ 2. 

Predicable. ^ A Term which can be 
affirmatively predicated of several 
others, b. ii, ch. v, § 2. 

Premiss-— A proposition employed to 
establish a certain conclusion, b. ii, 
ch. iii, $ 1. 

Privative Terms, b. ii, ch. v, f 1. 

Probable arguments, b. iii, f ^ 1 1 and 14. 

Proper names — ambiguity o^ b. iii, ^ 10. 

Property.— A Predicable which de- 
notes something essentially conjoined 
to the essence of the Spiscies, b. ii, 
ch. V, S 3. 

Proposition.— A sentence which asserts, 
i. 6. affirms or denies, b. ii, ch. ii, § 1. 

Prove. — To adduce Premises whicli 
establish the truth of a certain con- 
clusion, b. iv, ch. iii, § I. 

Proximum Genus of any Species — is 
the nearest (least remote) to which 
it can be referred, b. ii, ch. t, $ 4. 

Pure categorical proposition- is one 
which asserts simply that the Predi- 
cate is, or is not, contained in the 
Subject, b. ii, ch. ii, f 1, and b. ii, 
ch. 1^1 ( I* 

Quality or a Proposition — is its affirm- 
ing or denying. This is the Quality 
otthe ezpiesston, which is, in Logic, 
the essential drenmstance. The 
Quality of the maUer is, its beine true 
or false ; which is in Logic,acciaenta], 
being essential only in respect of the 
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subject-matter treated of, b. ii, cb, ii, 

Quantity of a Proposition— is the 
extent in which its subject is taken; 
viz, : to stand for the whole, or for a 
part only of its Bignificates, b. ii, 
ch. ii, i 1. 

Question. — That which is to be estab- 
lished as a Conclusion, stated in an 
interrogative form, b. ii, ch. ii, § 4. 

Besd Definition — ^is one which explains 
the nature of the thing defined beyond 
what is necessarily understood by the 
Term, b. ii, ch. v, § 6. 

Bealism.— Introd. § 3, b. ir, ch. v. 

Reasoning — General Signs necessary 
for, Introd. § 5. 

Reduction — > of syllogisms in the last 
three Figures, to the first, so as to 
fall under the Dictum, b. ii, ch. iii, 
^ 5 and 6, — of hypothetical syllo- 
gisms to categorical, b. ii, ch. ir. § 6. 

References— fallacy of, b. iii, § 14. 

Refutation — of an argument, liable to 
be fallaciously used, b. iii, $$ 6 and 7. 

Relative terms, b. ii, ch. r, § 1. 

Same. — Secondary use of the word, b. 
It, ch T, § 1, and Append. No. I. 

Second intention of a term, b. iii, jf 10. 

Separable accident — is one which may 
be separated from the individual, b. 
iii, Introd. 

Significate. — The several things signi- 
fied by a common Term are its 
significates (Significata), b. ii, ch ii, 

«1. 

Signs — general, indispensable for 
reasoning, Introd f 5. 

Singular term is one which stands for 
one individuaL A Sinjp^ular propo- 
sition is one which has ror its subject 
either a Sinc;ular term, or a common 
term limited to one Individual by a 
singular sign, e. g. ''This," b. ii, ch. i, 
§8;b. ii,ch.ii,$2, and b. ii, ch. v, 

Sorites.— An abridged form of stating 
a series of Syllogisms, of which the 
Conclusion of each is a Premiss of 
the succeeding, b. ii, ch. iv, § 7. 

Species. — A predicable which is con- 
sidered as expressing the whole 
essence of the individuals of which 
it is affirmed, b. ii, ch. v, § 3, — ^pecu- 
liar sense of, in Natural History, b. 
iv, ch. V, J 1. 



Stewart, Professor Dngald, his mistake 
respecting Aristotle's ^^Dictumy b. i, 
§ 4.— instance of fallacy from, b. iii, 

Subaltern Species and Genus — is that 
which is both a Species of some 
higher Genus and a Genus in respect 
of the Species into which it is divided. 
Subaltern opposition is between a 
Universal and a Particular of the 
same Quality. Of these, the Uni- 
versal is the SubaUemantj and the 
Particular is the SubahernaJte, b. ii 
ch. ii, § 3, and b. ii, ch. v, $ 4^ 

Subcontrary opposition— is between 
two Particulars, the Affirmative and 
the Negative, b. ii, ch. ii, § 3. 

Subject of a proposition — ^is that term 
of which the other is affirmed or 
denied, b. ii, ch. ii, § 2. 

Summum Grenus — is that which is not 
considered as a Species of any 
higher Genus, b. ii, ch. v, § 4. 

Syllogism. — An argument expressed 
in strict logical form ; viz, so that its 
conclusiveness is manifest from the 
structure of the expression alone, 
without any regard to the meaning 
of the Terms, b. ii, ch. iii, $ 1. 

Syncategorematic — ^words are such as 
cannot singly express a Term, but 
only a part of a Term, b. ii, ch. i, 
§8. 

Term. — The Subject or Predicate of 
a Proposition, b. ii. ch. i, f 2. 

Tendency— ambiguity of, Appendix, 
No. I. 

Thaumatrope, b. iii, § XL 

True Proposition — ^is one which states 
what really is, b. ii, ch. ii, § 1. 

Truth new — two kinds of, b, iv, ch. ii, 
f 2, and Appendix, No. I. 

Tucker — ^his Light of Nature, Append. 
I, Art. xi. 

Universal Proposition — is one whose 
Predicate is affirmed or denied of the 
whole of the Subject b. ii, ch. ii, § 1. 

Univocal — A Common term is called 
Univocal in respect of those things 
to which it is applicable in the same 
signification, b. ii, ch. v, § I. 

Wafiis, Professor, his remark on jests, 
b. iii, § 20. 

Watts — his notion of Logic, Introd. 
§3. 



